Today's major media stories are filled with apocalyptic warnings of environmental 
devastation. Supposedly, if the human race foolishly continues on its present course, the planet 
will heat up, the ozone layer will disintegrate, the tropical forests will vanish, and the 
"endangered" earth will become a largely uninhabitable wasteland. 

It is difficult to overstate the bleak picture that is being painted by the proponents of such 
scary scenarios. In his new book Earth in the Balance, Senator Albert Gore uses the term 
"strategic threat" to describe global warming. And EPA Administrator William K. Reilly 
explains, "We invested so much in responding to [a possible] nuclear attack from the USSR, 
even though the risk might not have been that high. The risk of climate change [is] so much 
larger and yet there has been no equivalent thinking to insure ourselves against it." 

The major media have failed to point out, however, that the environmental doomsayers 
have been predicting impending catastrophe for a long time now. For example, the 
environmental manifesto for the original Earth Day celebration in 1970 stated unequivocally: 
"1970's -- THE LAST CHANCE FOR A FUTURE THAT MAKES ECOLOGICAL SENSE." 
Known as The Environmental Handbook, this manifesto also proclaimed, "We thought that the 
one-month deadline for the writing [of this handbook] was impossible, that we could easily 
spend a year on it. But a year is about one-fifth of the time we have left if we are going to 
preserve any kind of quality in our world." Those words were penned over 22 years ago, but they 
sound like they could have been written yesterday. 

In This Issue 

The purpose of this special environmental issue of THE NEW AMERICAN is to debunk 
the Green Regime's scary scenarios and expose its role in implementing a totalitarian agenda. 

Our opening article (p. 5) explains that man's effects on the environment pale compared 
to nature. If volcanic eruptions, hurricanes, and other aberrations of nature can cause only 
temporary upset to the earth's weather and integrity, it is unlikely that man can cause permanent 
harm to the environment. 

We next examine "global warming," showing that there is no credible scientific evidence 
that the earth is either heating or cooling (p. 7). And then we take a look at the primary 
"greenhouse" gas, carbon dioxide, only to discover that, far from something to be feared, it will 
bring many benefits (p. 10). 

In addition to showing that the global warming theory is supported by nothing more than 
hot air, we debunk other unfounded yet widely accepted claims about ozone depletion (p. 11), 
deforestation (p. 13), overpopulation (p. 14), acid rain (p. 15), and nuclear power (p. 16). Taken 
together, these articles show that no impending catastrophic global environmental threats exist. 

We next review some of the environmental edicts that are draining this country of its 
lifeblood, beginning with a thumbnail sketch of the cost of regulation (p. 18). This is followed by 
articles on the EPA and its reliance on bad science (pp. 19, 21), the government's land control 
and acquisition programs (p. 23), the Superfund (p. 25), landfills (p. 26), and the Clean Air and 
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Clean Water Acts (p. 27). And then, so as not to lose sight of the human element, we devote 
special attention to the plight of John Pozsgai, a self-employed mechanic who was jailed for the 
crime of placing fill dirt on his property (p. 29). 

The totalitarian agenda of the green network and the connections of this network to the 
Establishment are next examined (pp. 31, 33). The second of these two articles makes clear that a 
scissors strategy is at work -- the environmental "movement" creating the appearance of popular 
support to help justify the implementation of an authoritarian agenda by the power elite. 

The next article, which covers the upcoming "Earth Summit" in Brazil, confirms that 
powerful Insiders are riding the issues of environmental "crises" in order to realize their dream of 
a new world order, which may be defined as socialist one-world government (p. 35). These 
Insiders couldn't care less about the environment. They have simply made environmental decay 
their newest enemy justifying world government, and in so doing they have made the politics of 
environmentalism far more important than the science. 

Finally, we close the issue with two articles showing that free enterprise. not socialism, is 
the best way to address bonafide environmental concerns (pp. 41, 43). Because of the nature of 
man, private property owners will always be better stewards of the land than government 
caretakers. And the free enterprise system will always lead to new ways of producing more 
energy with less pollution. 

-- GARY BENOIT 


NATURAL POLLUTANTS Fury of 
Mother Nature 

Man's contributions to environmental "pollution" are paltry compared to those of nature. 
In her exceptional book Trashing the Planet, former Atomic Energy Commission Chairman Dr. 
Dixie Lee Ray notes that, based on the available data, "all of the air polluting materials produced 
by man since the beginning of the industrial revolution do not begin to equal the quantities of 
toxic materials, aerosols, and particulates spewed into the air from just three volcanoes: Krakatoa 
in Indonesia in 1883, Mount Katmai in Alaska in 1912, and Hekla in Iceland in 1947." To which 
could be added Mount St. Helens in Washington State in 1980 (which pumped out 910,000 
metric tons of carbon dioxide alone), El Chicon in Mexico in 1982 (which sent more than 100 
million tons of sulfur gases into the stratosphere), and Mount Pinatubo in the Philippines (which 
last year hurled upwards of 30 million tons of material into the stratosphere). 

Los Nifios 

Many environmentalists attributed the 1988 drought in the U.S. to global warming, but 
researchers with the National Center for Atmospheric Research in Boulder, Colorado reported 
that the freakish weather was actually due to a natural phenomenon, the interaction of El Nifio 
and La Nifia, two massive currents in the tropical Pacific. El Nifio is a huge strip of warm water 
that periodically appears off the west coast of South America and disrupts the world's weather 
patterns. Now and then, it alternates with La Nifia, a mass of cold water that comes from the 
ocean depths along the equator and drifts for thousands of miles. 

Chicago Tribune's Peter Gorner summarized the phenomenon: "Cold water along the 
equator clashed with warmer than normal water southeast of Hawaii. The result was both the 
U.S. drought and the devastating floods that swamped Bangladesh .... Nifia's cooler water 
disrupted tropical weather patterns and distorted the path of the jet stream across North America. 
Then, the jet stream shoved rain-producing weather systems away from the interior of the U.S., 
resulting in drought." 

Termite Terror 
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Sundry animals and insects also contribute their share to environmental "degradation." 
Time for April 20, 1992 noted that in "the Netherlands ... manure from pigs poses a major 
ecological threat, defiling water supplies with excessive nitrates and acidifying local soils. Sheep 
have permanently scarred the landscape in Spain and Portugal, while in India ... bovines [cows] 
are ravenous wraiths whose constant quest for food drives them to ravage standing forests." 

The February 1983 issue of Science Digest reported that "an international team of 
researchers has discovered that termites generate more than twice the carbon dioxide (CO2)that 
fuel burning does." According to a study reported in Science for November 5, 1982, the 
"estimated gross amount of CO2 produced [by termites] was more than twice the net global input 
from fossil fuel combustion." In addition, "Termites are a potentially important source of 
atmospheric methane: they could account for a large fraction of global emissions." The 
wood-eating pests have a bacteria that enables them to digest carbon so efficiently that some 90 
percent is converted to CO2, methane, and other gases they belch into the atmosphere. 

Ants are another natural source of "pollution." In 1987, an atmospheric chemist with Bell 
Laboratories, and zoologists from Cornell University, reported that ants of the subfamily 
Formicinae make and store huge quantities of the formic acid that contributes most of the acidity 
to the rain that falls in remote areas and is found in atmospheric gas and precipitation around the 
globe. It is abundant, for instance, in the fog and mists that hang over the rain forests of Central 
Africa. According to the July 6, 1987 Insight magazine, the "ants release the acid when 
defending themselves and communicating with each other and upon dying. Since 30 percent of 
the world ant population belongs to this subfamily, there is significant concern about the acid the 
ants release," an amount estimated at "600,000 metric tons annually," which is "equal to the 
combined formic acid contributions of automobiles, refuse combustion and vegetation." 

Clearly, man has a long way to go to match nature as a "despoiler" of the environment. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


GLOBAL WARMING Nothing More 
Than Hot Air 

On April 21, 1968, London's Sunday Telegraph carried an unsettling article headlined 
"Strange Case of Climate Shift," which detailed the views of several prestigious authorities who 
saw signs that the earth was 'steadily getting colder. Climate expert Gordon Manley of Lancaster 
University told the Telegraph that it appeared as if "1950 was a peak [in warmth]," and declared 
that "there are signs that the glaciers may be advancing again." 

By 1977, the U.S. Academy of Sciences declared outright that a new ice age "is upon us," 
pointing to "evidence as diverse as the duration of the arctic snow cover, animal migration, sea 
surface temperatures, and microfossils on the ocean floor." 

New Forecasters of Doom 

The ridiculous "ice age" scare of 15 years ago has now been replaced by headlines 
insisting that mankind's wasteful and dangerous habits are forcing the earth's temperature upward 
with potentially cataclysmic consequences. This trendy theory, known as "global warming," 
holds that chemicals produced by man are creating a "greenhouse effect" by trapping heat in the 
atmosphere and driving the earth's temperature dangerously high. 

What are the predicted consequences of global warming? A 1990 United Nations panel 
said that we should expect a two degree rise in temperature by the year 2025 and that the 
resulting warmer land surfaces would mean reduced summer rains, parched agricultural lands, 
and an eight inch rise in the global sea level. The panel recommended an immediate 60 percent 
reduction in man-made carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases. Translated, this means that 
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industrialized nations should stop burning coal, oil, and natural gas. 

The most prominent scientific advocate of the catastrophic global warming theory, Dr. 
James Hansen of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), told a Senate 
panel in June 1988 that he is "99 percent sure" of the presence of a greenhouse effect causing a 
temperature rise. Senators who pander to the environmental lobby -- including Gore of 
Tennessee, Wirth of Colorado, and now Majority Leader Mitchell of Maine (who has just 
released World On Fire, a book endorsing the global warming theory and the need for 
governmental controls on energy use) -- have been riding the environmentalist wave ever since. 

Fact for Theory 

For close to 100 years, temperature and precipitation readings have been recorded daily at 
thousands of stations worldwide. If any significant warming had occurred, these readings would 
show it. But, simply stated, they don't. Even at England's East Anglia University, a hotbed of 
global warming fever, Professor Tom Wigley recently admitted that the global mean temperature 
over the past 50 years has risen by a mere half-degree Celsius. 

Dr. Richard Lindzen of MIT states that there are many who dispute even this slight rise. 
Lindzen points out that "the weather stations are not evenly distributed around the globe," and 
are situated on land which is "only 30 percent of the earth's surface." 

In an excellent video entitled The Greenhouse Conspiracy, which carefully examines 
and debunks the claims about global warming, narrator Hilary Lawson points to a newer and far 
more effective method of measuring the earth's temperature: NASA's orbiting weather satellites, 
first launched in 1978. Unlike the ground stations, these satellites take their measurements over 
water as well as over land. 

Ten years of satellite data have been thoroughly examined by NASA space 
meteorologists Dr. Roy Spencer and Dr. J.R. Christy, who reported their findings in the March 
1990 Science magazine. Their conclusion: "There is no obvious long-term trend, and anomalies 
during the first 5 years nearly balance those during the last 5 years." 

A Vital Resource 

Most claims about global warming charge that the burning of fossil fuels causes the 
release of great quantities of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. Carbon dioxide, the levels of 
which certainly have been rising steadily for over 100 years, has been ominously labeled "the 
chief greenhouse gas." But those who point a negative finger at carbon dioxide conveniently 
sidestep its vital and beneficial effect on plant growth. 

In The Greenhouse Conspiracy, Lawson is shown informing East Anglia University's 
Professor Wigley that "the temperature change that is supposed to have been caused by carbon 
dioxide does not coincide with the increases in carbon dioxide." Wigley sheepishly agrees that 
this presents him with "a remarkable puzzle." Commenting on the same unsubstantiated claims 
about carbon dioxide, University of Virginia's Dr. Patrick Michaels adds: "It's pretty apparent 
that the lion's share of the warming occurred before the lion's share of the increases [in carbon 
dioxide]. There are only so many things that can go against a simplistic theory before you have 
to admit that the theory is simplistic." 

Rather than condemn the use of fossil fuels and urge a cutback on industrialization as 
proposed by global warming fanatics, a host of scientists have applauded the rise in carbon 
dioxide as a great plus for mankind. Dr. Sherwood Idso of the U.S. Water Conservation 
Laboratory in Arizona has shown that controlled increases in carbon dioxide have nearly tripled 
the growth of experimental orange trees, increased their fruit production tenfold, and vastly 
increased their water-use efficiency. Far from being something to be feared, more carbon dioxide 
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in the atmosphere should be welcomed, says Idso. 
Unreliable Climate Models 

Many global warming proponents rely on computer-generated climate models for a look 
into the future, attempting to predict what will happen in the years ahead based on what has 
happened in the past. But although the day may come when such computer predictions will be 
reliable, they are nearly worthless today. In The Greenhouse Conspiracy, Hilary Lawson 
displays a "leading" climate model produced by the British Meteorological Office which shows 
similar amounts of mid-summer rain falling in the middle of the Sahara Desert and in notoriously 
wet Ireland and Scotland. 

Dr. Stephen Schneider of the Colorado-based National Center for Atmospheric Research 
embarrassed many of his fellow global warming enthusiasts in an article appearing in the 
October 1989 Discover magazine, in which he said that he and his colleagues "have to offer up 
scary scenarios, make simplified, dramatic statements, and make little mention of any of the 
doubts we have." After indicting himself as untrustworthy, Schneider stated that "each of us has 
to decide what the right balance might be between being effective and being honest." 

The same Stephen Schneider designed one of the five climate models frequently referred 
to by environmentalists for "evidence" of global warming. Dr. Lindzen of MIT says of these 
computer projections: "To use them in a forecast mode, in a delicate thing like this warming, is 
calling on an accuracy these models simply do not have." 

In mid-1990, a group of self-appointed environmental experts, with funding from the 
U.S. government and the United Nations, produced a report about possible changes in the earth's 
weather. Calling itself the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), and with 
technical contributions from 170 of the world's leading climate scientists, the group published a 
report entitled Scientific Assessment of Climate Change. 

No sooner was it out than some of the scientific contributors balked. Especially did the 
report's much-publicized yet non-technical summary, written by a small IPCC steering group, 
draw the ire of these scientists. The summary, concluding that the greenhouse effect poses a 
significant environmental threat, has been presented to political leaders and the public as an 
"authoritative statement of the international scientific community." 

Dr. S. Fred Singer, professor of environmental sciences at the University of Virginia, 
gathered a group of IPCC participants and others to challenge the conclusions being offered in 
the name of the IPCC. They pointed out that the IPCC report itself, not its summary, stated that 
"it is not possible to attribute all, or even a large part, of the observed global-mean warming [of 
0.5 degree Celsius since 1890] to the enhanced greenhouse effect on the basis of observational 
data currently available." 

Yet, as Dr. Singer told THE NEW AMERICAN, "the IPCC summary is being pointed to 
as the basis" for action at the UN's June 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. Singer has 
organized the Science and Environmental Policy Project (S&EPP) to counter the "highly 
uncertain scientific theories" that undergird the policies being proposed for the huge international 
gathering in Brazil. 

Unlike other surveys and declarations about global warming, the S&EPP has drawn only 
on trained atmospheric physicists and meteorologists. A strongly worded February 27, 1992 
S&EPP statement signed by 46 of these specialists pointedly countered the "highly uncertain 
scientific theories" being advanced by "environmental activist groups and certain political 
leaders." The statement expressed the disturbing view that these activists are "anxious to stop 
energy and economic growth." (See complete statement on the next page.) 
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New IPCC Report Coming 

One of the participants recruited to give credibility to the original IPCC report is Dr. 
Robert Balling, director of the Laboratory of Climatology at Arizona State University. He readily 
joined with Dr. Singer in challenging the IPCC's 1990 conclusions, and is now warning that an 
IPCC update will misrepresent the scientific studies upon which its conclusions are based. This 
report will be released by the UN to bolster unproven theories shortly before the Earth Summit in 
Brazil. 

Dr. Balling has written a book to counter some of the near-hysterical global warming 
non-science. In The Heated Debate, he states: "While the public has been bombarded with the 
apocalyptic view of the greenhouse world, professional literature is alive with debate [on the 
subject]." Increasingly, scientists are challenging the theories upon which such views are built. 
Dr. Balling points to a 1991 Gallup poll of professional climatologists and meteorologists 
showing that only 19 percent believe that any warming over the past 100 years resulted from 
human activities. 

Yet, while many scientists urge a "let's take another look" attitude about global warming, 
politicians and environmental activists are plunging ahead with plans to limit energy usage and 
curtail economic growth. Dr. Singer concludes: "The notion of climate disaster has been widely 
propagated by those who want to impose controls .... To be effective, these wildly expensive 
constraints must be applied globally, condemning most of the world's population to a life of 
continued poverty." 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


Statement by Atmospheric Scientists 


The following statement was released on February 27, 1992 by the Science & 
Environmental Policy Project. 

As independent scientists researching atmospheric and climate problems, we are 
concerned by the agenda for UNCED, the United Nations Conference on Environment and 
Development, being developed by environmental and activist groups and certain political 
leaders. This so-called Earth Summit is scheduled to convene in Brazil in June 1992 and aims to 
impose a system of global environmental regulations, including onerous taxes on energy fuels, 
on the population of the United States and other industrialized nations. 

Such policy initiatives derive from highly uncertain scientific theories. They are based on 
the unsupported assumption that catastrophic global warming follows from the burning of fossil 
fuels and requires immediate action. We do not agree. 

A survey of U.S. atmospheric scientists, conducted in the summer of 1991, confirms that 
there is no consensus about the cause of slight warming observed during the past century. A 
recently published research paper even suggests that sunspot variability, rather than a rise in 
greenhouse gases, is responsible for the global temperature increases and decreases recorded 
since about 1880. 

Furthermore, the majority of scientific participants in the survey agreed that the 
theoretical climate models used to predict a future warming cannot be relied upon and are not 
validated by the existing climate record. Yet all predictions are based on such theoretical models. 

Finally, agriculturalists generally agree that any increase in carbon dioxide levels from 
fossil fuel burning has beneficial effects on most crops and on world food supply. 

We are disturbed that activists, anxious to stop energy and economic growth, are pushing 
ahead with drastic policies without taking notice of recent changes in the underlying science. We 
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fear that the rush to impose global regulations will have catastrophic impacts on the world 
economy, on jobs, standards of living, and health care, with the most severe consequences falling 
upon developing countries and the poor. 
David B. Aubrey, PhD, Senior Scientist, Woods Hole Oceanographic 
Institute. 
Nathaniel B. Guttman, PhD, Research Physical Scientist, National 
Climatic Data Center. 
Hugh B. Ellsaesser, PhD, Meteorologist, Lawrence Livermore National 
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Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
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Andrew Detwiler, PhD, Assoc. Professor, Institute of Atmospheric 
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David P. Rogers, PhD, Assoc. Professor of Research Oceanography, 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography. 
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Greening of the Planet 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) is a colorless, odorless, trace gas of the earth's atmosphere the 
presence of which is measured in parts per million (ppm). Prior to the Industrial Revolution, CO2 
was present in the air at a concentration of approximately 280 ppm. Due to the subsequent yearly 
burning of progressively larger amounts of fossil fuels such as coal, gas, and oil, the air's CO2 
content has now surpassed 360 ppm, and nearly all projections suggest that it could exceed 600 
ppm in the coming century. 

Most stories you are likely to read about COz paint an ominous picture of unprecedented 
global warming, melting polar ice caps, rising sea levels, and all manner of economic and social 
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upheaval. But the simple truth is that CO2 is absolutely essential for nearly all life on earth, and 
the more of it there is in the air, the more productive is the entire planet. 
Primary Resource 

Carbon dioxide is the primary raw material used by plants to produce food by the process 
of photosynthesis. Does this mean that higher atmospheric CO2 concentrations would enable 
plants to grow better? A sure way to find out is to conduct an experiment where plants are grown 
under identical conditions except for the amount of COz in the air. Literally hundreds of 
scientists have done just that in laboratories and research stations around the world. And yes, 
they have found that higher atmospheric CO2 concentrations do indeed enhance plant growth. 

In the case of agricultural crops, a 300 ppm rise in the CO? content of the air increases 
yields by about a third. In addition, higher atmospheric CO2 concentrations reduce the openings 
of the small pores in plant leaves through which CO: enters and water vapor exits the plant. This 
effect lowers the rate at which vegetation loses water by evaporation to the atmosphere. For a 
300 ppm rise in the air's CO? content, agricultural crops conserve about a third of the water they 
would otherwise lose by this means, essentially doubling the efficiency with which they utilize 
water to produce organic matter. 

Think of what such an improvement in plant prowess portends for the future. As the air's 
CO? content continues to rise, deserts will shrink as plants acquire the ability to survive and 
reproduce where before it was too dry for them. Shrubs and bushes will likewise flourish where 
only grasses grew previously. And with greater ground cover, soils will be better protected from 
the ravages of wind and rain, leading to reduced erosion. 

Most important of all, with enhanced plant growth, more organic matter will be returned 
to the soil, producing a whole host of beneficial consequences. Earthworms will greatly increase 
in number, since soil organic matter is what sustains them. Their heightened activity, in turn, will 
build soil structure and fertility while enhancing aeration and drainage. All of these 
improvements, of course, will enable plants to grow better still, producing a positive feedback 
cycle that will propel the planet to a new and higher level of productive activity. And it is the 
rising CO2 content of the earth's atmosphere that sets it all in motion. 

Flourishing Trees 

So what could be better? Actually, more of the same. In the case of trees, the growth 
enhancement provided by atmospheric CO2 enrichment is often much greater than that 
experienced by agricultural crops. Whereas crops grow about a third better for a 300 ppm rise in 
atmospheric CO: recent experiments have revealed that certain trees nearly triple their growth 
under such circumstances. 

In the longest continuous CO? enrichment experiment ever conducted, for example, 
scientists at the U.S. Water Conservation Laboratory in Phoenix, Arizona have grown sour 
orange trees for four and a half years out-of-doors in clear-plastic-wall open-top enclosures, half 
of which are supplied with normal air and half of which receive air enriched with an extra 300 
ppm of CO2. Both above and below ground, the CO2-enriched trees have grown nearly three 
times larger than the trees exposed to normal air. And in their first two years of fruit production, 
the trees receiving the extra COz -- which is considerably less than a doubling to the current 
global mean -- have produced fully ten times more fruit! 

Of course, this good news is not what those intent on destroying our freedoms and 
imposing their will upon the nations of the earth want us to hear, and they skillfully promote 
alternative voices to confuse the issue. The truth, however, will not be suppressed; several 
scientists have been successful in having it published in scientific journals. This work clearly 
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demonstrates that the rising CO2 content of the earth's atmosphere is not the grave threat to 
humanity it is typically made out to be. Quite the opposite, it is one of the better things that could 
happen to our planet. For CO? is, literally, the elixir of life, providing the primary molecular link 
between the atmosphere and the food chain of the entire biosphere. In its absence, life as we 
know it would be impossible. In abundance, it can lift the biological activity of the planet to 
heights never before dreamed possible. 

-- KEITH E. IDSO 


OZONE DEPLETION The 
Evidence is Thin 

On February 3, 1992, based on "preliminary findings," the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA) issued a press release warning that it had detected large quantities 
of chlorine monoxide (CIO) over eastern Canada and northern New England. NASA described 
ClO as "the key agent responsible for stratospheric ozone depletion" and suggested that increased 
levels might lead, at some future date, to formation of a so-called ozone "hole" over the Arctic 
similar to the one that forms annually over the Antarctic. The major media covered NASA's 
release in a sensationalistic way, creating the impression that the ozone layer was rapidly 
vanishing. 

On January 20th, a NASA aircraft had measured a ClO concentration of 1.5 parts per 
billion (ppb), an amount "higher than any observed during previous aircraft campaigns...." Rates 
of atmospheric chlorine fluctuate wildly throughout the year. By the end of February, NASA's 
Upper Atmosphere Research Satellite (UARS) discovered that the ClO concentration had 
dropped to under one ppb. Then on April 30th, NASA sheepishly announced that more data had 
established that the Northern Hemisphere had escaped a health-threatening ozone "hole" this 
year. NASA Jet Propulsion Lab scientist Joe Waters claimed, though, that the "hole" would have 
occurred if only the Arctic region had been colder than it was. And so it goes. 

A Renewable Resource 

Almost lost in all of the hype about ozone "depletion" is the fact that it is naturally 
created as well as destroyed. Even Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary explains that ozone "is 
formed naturally in the upper atmosphere by a photochemical reaction with ultraviolet solar 
radiation." 

The process is explained in further detail by aerospace scientist Michael J. Dunn in a 
letter to Insight magazine for April 27, 1992. According to Dunn, who holds masters degrees in 
aeronautics and astronautics from the University of Washington, "ordinary oxygen [Oz] ... is an 
opaque filter for UV [ultraviolet radiation] of wavelengths shorter than 185 nanometers (nm). 
The nature of this filtering process is that an oxygen molecule absorbs far-UV radiation and 
splits apart into oxygen atoms [O:], whereupon these fragments combine with normal oxygen 
molecules to form ozone molecules [03]. Ozone then filters UV radiation in the band from 290 
nm to 185 nm, the middle-UV region, which is far less dangerous than the UV already filtered by 
oxygen, and only marginally more severe than the UV that reaches the Earth's surface without 
any filtering (400 to 290 nm) .... [O]zone is naturally unstable and eventually converts back into 
normal oxygen." In other words, Dunn continues, "So long as we have oxygen in the air, we are 
automatically shielded from the worst UV radiation -- through the ozone-production process." 

The ozone layer is situated some 25 to 50 miles above the earth's surface. Writing in 
Reason magazine for June 1992, author Ronald Bailey notes that if "all the ozone in the 
stratosphere were compressed to surface air pressures, it would make up a layer only one-eighth 
of an inch thick." Reference to an ozone "hole" is misleading, as there can never be any such 
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thing. The amount of ozone in the stratosphere thins and thickens depending on a multitude of 
physical and chemical factors. 

One factor is solar activity. As far back as September 8, 1984, researchers at the National 
Center for Atmospheric Research announced that satellite measurements had found that the sun's 
ultraviolet radiation affects the concentration of atmospheric ozone, and that the changes may 
have inflated estimates of human damage to the ozone layer. The satellite data showed a 
variation every 13’ days of .25 percent to .60 percent in the stratosphere's ozone content. Such 
variations corresponded to changes in ultraviolet emissions from the sun. As summarized by the 
Associated Press, by "correlating the sun's ultraviolet output with ozone concentrations and using 
models of the sun's activity, scientists found the ozone concentration at the top of the 
stratosphere may vary by 12 percent during the solar cycle." 

"Threat" from CFCs 

In 1974, California scientists F. Sherwood Rowland and Mario Molina claimed to find a 
link between ozone depletion and CFC (chlorofluorocarbon) compounds. CFCs are used as 
coolants in refrigerators and air conditioners, as propellants in aerosol spray cans, and in foam 
insulation and solvents. Their gas molecules are extremely stable, and Rowland and Molina 
theorized that they were drifting into the stratosphere and being broken down by solar energy, 
thereby releasing their highly reactive chlorine atoms. In turn, according to the theory, the 
chlorine began working to "destroy" ozone molecules. 

Environmentalists latched onto the issue and in 1978 the U.S. became the first nation to 
ban CFCs from spray cans. Yet, as atmospheric physicist Dr. S. Fred Singer and colleague 
Candace C. Crandall noted in Consumer's Research for July 1987, the Rowland-Molina theory 
"has yet to be verified in detail because the mathematical model involves more than 100 
chemical reactions." 

In recent years, the most highly-publicized phenomenon employed to bolster the claim 
that man-made CFCs threaten the ozone layer has been the Antarctic ozone "hole." Yet this 
"hole" is apparently a naturally occurring phenomenon. Writing in the April 12, 1992 issue of the 
Washington Times, Dr. Dixie Lee Ray, former chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
noted that the so-called ozone "hole" was discovered in 1956 by Cambridge meteorologist 
Gordon Dobson, who devised the instrumentation and techniques of measuring stratospheric 
ozone. He considered the Antarctic ozone thinning to be an anomaly until the phenomenon 
occurred again the following year, at which time he reported it as a natural annual event. Two 
French investigators also measured the "hole" in 1958 when it was thinner than at any time since. 

The amount of ozone in the atmosphere is measured in "Dobson" units. The global ozone 
average is now about 300 Dobson units. Gordon Dobson measured only 150 Dobson units in 
1956 and 1957. And the two Frenchmen gauged a mere 120 Dobson units in 1958. For 
comparison, Insight magazine for April 6, 1992, in discussing NASA's recent frenzy about a 
possible Northern Hemisphere ozone "hole," reported that "Arlin Krueger, a senior NASA 
research scientist who monitors global ozone levels, says that in NASA's March 10 satellite 
ozone map, the lowest levels he could find over the Northern Hemisphere were 275-300 Dobson 
units." Krueger told Reason magazine's Ronald Bailey that ozone levels over the U.S. fluctuate 
naturally by as much as 50 percent. 

"Hole" Hysteria 

Annual reports about ozone depletion in the Antarctic have served to fuel ozone "hole" 
hysteria since 1985. The "hole" is evident during September and October, lasts for a few weeks, 
then disappears by late November or December. There is no reliable way to calculate and 
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compare what has happened since 1985 to what happened before then, or to make future 
projections, based on data spanning a mere seven years. And environmentalists have yet to 
explain why, if most CFCs and other chemicals are used in the industrialized countries of the 
Northern Hemisphere, the largest ozone "hole" appears on the other side of the globe. 

The Antarctic "hole" worsened slightly in 1986, and again in 1987, then improved in 
1988, then worsened slightly in 1989, and again in 1990, before falling last year to less than the 
1989 level. This apparently natural ebb-and-flow has been irresponsibly distorted by politicians, 
environmental extremists, and the major media to imply that a significant ozone depletion by 
man-made CFCs is underway. 

In his letter to Insight cited earlier, aerospace scientist Michael J. Dunn noted that the 
process by which ozone is created accounts for this ebb-and-flow. "When a polar region is in 
‘winter,’ it is (by definition) tipped away from the sun for a night that lasts nearly six months," he 
explains. "In the absence of sunlight, no new ozone is produced in the upper atmosphere, during 
which time the ozone already present is converting back into oxygen...." 

If ozone really were declining globally, then this depletion should be accompanied by an 
increase in ultraviolet light reaching the earth's surface. But there is no evidence of such an 
increase. Indeed, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) scientist John 
Delouisi asserts that readings from meters at eight different stations located throughout mainland 
United States have shown "an average surface ultraviolet radiation trend of minus 8 percent from 
1974 to 1985." 

Another NOAA scientist, Shaw Liu, notes that UV radiation in the Northern 
Hemisphere's rural mid-latitude, which includes the United States, has declined by between 5 
percent and 18 percent during this century. He attributes the diminished UV to an increase in 
clouds and the low-level haze resulting from industrial activities. (Sulphur dioxide from burning 
coal brightens clouds and makes them more reflective of sunlight, carbon dioxide augments 
cloud formation, etc.) University of Virginia meteorologist Dr. Patrick Michaels speculates that 
if we ever succeed in eliminating the haze, in the name of fighting pollution, "the increase in skin 
cancer would far outweigh anything caused by what we may have done to the mid-latitude 
stratosphere." 

Cancer Scare 

The Environmental Protection Agency has made the incredible claim that an estimated 12 
million Americans will develop skin cancer, and 200,000 will die, due to ozone thinning. This 
despite the evidence that surface-level UV radiation is decreasing, and the fact that skin cancers 
of the type associated with UV radiation are seldom fatal unless neglected for many years. Skin 
cancers of the type caused by UV radiation are largely associated with geographic latitude. The 
ozone layer thins toward the equator (incidence of the disease is 150 percent more prevalent in El 
Paso, Texas than in Minnesota). Length of exposure to the sun is also a key factor (persons in 
warmer climates closer to the equator tend to wear less clothing). 

But the incidence of the most deadly form of skin cancer, melanoma, which has increased 
by more than tenfold since 1935, correlates poorly with latitude. It occurs roughly as often in 
high latitudes as in low and is difficult to induce in animals by UV radiation. Melanoma often 
appears on parts of the skin that are not usually unduly exposed to sunlight (soles of the feet, 
buttocks, etc.). Its incidence is unrelated to the time spent sunbathing, which is not what one 
would expect if such cancers are being caused by increasing UV rays due to ozone depletion. Put 
simply, the thickness of the ozone layer has nothing to do with melanoma. 

If chlorine is indeed "polluting" the ozone layer, from whence could it be coming other 
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than from man-made CFCs? Nature, it appears, is contributing more than her share. Scientists 
estimate that each year volcanoes pump around 12 million tons of hydrochloric acid into the 
atmosphere, to which must be added the salt (sodium chloride) from ocean spray that diffuses 
upwards in storms, hurricanes, and typhoons. 

Writing in the Washington Times for February 8, 1992, Kent Jeffreys, director of 
Environmental Studies for the Competitive Enterprise Institute, recalls, "After the 1982 eruption 
of the El Chichon volcano in Mexico, ozone thinned by as much as 20 percent where the 
volcanic cloud mixed with the lower reaches of the ozone layer." Last June, Mount Pinatubo in 
the Philippines blasted "perhaps 30 million tons of material into the stratosphere. At the time, 
everyone recognized that the effect would be similar to El Chichon, but on a much greater scale. 
Yet, only a few months after Pinatubo's eruptions, NASA's experts profess to be shocked by their 
‘discovery’ of high chlorine levels in the stratosphere." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


DEFORESTATION "Lungs of 


the Earth"?! 

Tropical rain forests lie in a "belt" of 33 countries, most of which are within 20 degrees 
of the equator. They are home to more biological species of life than any other ecosystem on 
earth. Appropriately, rain forests are distinguished by the amount and consistency of rainfall. The 
rain must exceed the evaporation rate and there can be no lengthy dry periods. Their preservation 
is a desirable goal, since many of the plants and herbs used for drugs and other medicinal 
purposes are peculiar to the forests. But, as with so many of the politics-driven environmental 
concerns of the day, myths abound regarding the significance of rain forests to planetary 
ecological balance. 

Doubtful Assertion 

The rain forests have, for example, been described as the "lungs of the earth," and the 
public television science program Newton's Apple asserted during a segment about rain forests 
that they "support life on the entire planet by producing oxygen." They certainly produce 
oxygen, as do forests of all types, but the implication that they make a significant net 
contribution to the global oxygen supply is very questionable. 

Dr. Sherwood B. Idso, a research physicist with the U.S. Water Conservation Laboratory 
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Agricultural Research Service, contends that the world's 
plant and animal life would not suffer from a lack of oxygen even if the rain forests were to be 
completely eliminated. Indeed, he told THE NEW AMERICAN that such vast reserves of 
oxygen have built up over the ages that it would take "hundreds of millions of years for the 
oxygen content of the earth to disappear" even if every tree, bush, shrub, and blade of grass on 
the planet were to vanish overnight. 

Dr. Petr Beckmann, in his newsletter Access To Energy, asserts that "rain forests making 
way for agriculture is a natural human phenomenon that is unlikely to threaten anybody." After 
all, "None of these environmentalists in America would exist today if the Europeans hadn't 
burned the virgin forest that covered Europe to make room for agriculture." 

In 1991, deforestation in the Amazon rain forest declined by 20 percent. Brazilian 
Science and Technology Secretary Edson Machado de Sousa attributed the reduction to, among 
other things, "ending government subsidies to large agricultural projects," one of which was a 
huge ranch established by Volkswagen in the 1970s merely to serve as a deduction from income 
taxes levied on its car-assembly plant in Sao Paulo. 

Here in the United States, many environmentalists are working to preserve old-growth 
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forests. But as Marc Cathey, head of the National Arboretum, points out, forests "do a lot better 
when they are harvested and replanted. Too many environmentalists are not gardeners. 
Environmentalists want to put chains around everything. Gardeners want to plant things. That's 
much better for the ecosystem." 

Not only are trees a renewable resource, but loggers must take great care not to exhaust 
their supply. A Pacific Lumber Company brochure explains: 

Because a continuous supply of trees is vital to The Pacific Lumber Company, we 

manage and cultivate our 194,000 acres of forest land carefully. We maintain 

access roads so we can protect our trees against forest fires, erosion, insects, or 

damage from human activity. We plant and nurture new seedlings to replace the 

trees we cut. We watch our lands as carefully as any good farmer would, because 

our lands represent our livelihood. 

Expanding Forests 

Rather than plundering the forests, U.S. lumber and paper industries have steadily 
expanded forest output during the past four decades. In 1952, for instance, there were 664 
million acres of U.S. forest-land, containing about 610 billion cubic feet of growing stock. By 
1987, there were 728 million acres of forest land with 756 billion cubic feet of growing stock, a 
23.9 percent increase. As the late economist Warren Brookes observed in his April 19, 1989 
column, the intriguing aspect of those figures "is that all of that growth in wood volume had 
come not in the mainly federally owned and 'preserved' West, where volume has actually 
decreased by 9.7 percent, but in the North (up 79.2 percent) and the South (up 66.4 percent), 
where private forest ownership now ranges from 80 percent to 90 percent." 

In the middle of the last century, Sweden had few forests. But since 1903, every tree cut 
has had to be matched by three new seedlings planted within three years. It is the same rule by 
which private forest management in the U.S. is guided. Jan Remrod, director of the Swedish 
Association of Forest Industries, told the London Financial Times that the basis for the policy 
"has been to restore natural productive capital to all of the country's woodland. If cutting keeps 
pace with forest growth, and all harvested lots are reforested, the forest becomes a steady state 
resource that is never really consumed." Brookes notes that the "notion of locking up old forests 
from all management and harvesting is anathema to Swedish conservationists, and 75 percent of 
Swedish forests are still in private hands." The Swedish approach, Brookes notes, "has led to a 
30 percent rise in annual Swedish timber growth (not to mention thriving paper, pulp and lumber 
industries)." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


OVERPOPULATION A World of 
Plenty 

There are two basic views of the so-called "population problem," leading to diametrically 
opposed conclusions regarding the role which government should play in resolving the alleged 
"crisis." One contends that our planet is plagued with too many people (or soon will be) and that 
government should therefore intervene with programs and polices structured to stabilize, reduce, 
and otherwise manipulate population growth. The contrary view is that big government itself is 
the greatest obstacle to the economic and social advancement of the human race, and that 
"overpopulation" is the result of too much government, not a lack of resources. 

Dr. Jacqueline Kasun, professor of economics at Humboldt State University in California, 
observes in her 1988 book The War Against Population: "Resources, far from being limited, are 
abounding. No more than | to 3 percent of the earth's ice-free land area is occupied by human 
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beings, less than one-ninth is used for agricultural purposes. Eight times, and perhaps as much as 
twenty-two times, the world's present population could support itself at the present standard of 
living, using present technology; and this leaves half the earth's land surface open to wildlife and 
conservation areas." 

The Real Problem 

The chief indicator of "overpopulation" has been the imbalance between a people and its 
food supply. North America, prior to the arrival of Western European settlers and the 
implementation of productive agricultural techniques, had a continual problem of 
"overpopulation." When Indians numbered at most 300,000, they were continually plagued with 
hunger, famine, even cannibalism, despite abundant and fertile land. 

But as the horse and gun became available and productive agricultural techniques were 
implemented, the problem of "overpopulation" receded even as the population increased. Dr. 
Rousas J. Rushdoony explains in The Myth of Overpopulation that as "settlers developed the 
soil, the nearby game increased, because the food supply increased. Game drew close to the 
settlements and multiplied and Indians drew close to settlers to get the game as well as settlers’ 
produce and animals. The coming of the white man increased the food supply, because the white 
man developed the earth." 

The essence of the "population problem," then, is that socialism inevitably creates an 
imbalance between the number of persons living in an area and their basic economic 
requirements. 

Many densely-populated countries with relatively free economies are thriving, and are 
seldom mentioned in the "over-population" debate, while sparsely-populated nations with 
oppressive government regimes are plagued with problems related to "overpopulation." Taiwan, 
with a population density nearly five times that of Red China (1,460 per square mile compared to 
360 per square mile) produces more than 20 times as much ($7,510 GNP per capita compared to 
$360 GNP per capita). Similarly, Singapore, with a density of 11,910 per square mile, enjoys a 
per capita GNP of $8,782, while Ethiopia, with a density of 101 per square mile, has a per capita 
GNP of $121. 

Feeding the World 

Former Harvard Center for Population Studies Director Roger Revelle estimated in 1984 
that the agricultural resources of the world were capable of providing an adequate diet (2,500 
kilocalories per day) for 40 billion people, and that it would require the use of less than 
one-fourth of the earth's ice-free land area. His figures were based on the assumption that 
average yields would be only one-half of those realized in the United States Midwest. As Dr. 
Kasun points out, "better yields and/or the use of a larger share of the land area would support 
over 40 billion persons." Revelle estimated that the less-developed continents were capable of 
feeding 18 billion people (more than six times their population at the time), and that Africa alone 
was capable of feeding 10 billion people, or twice the current world population and more than 12 
times the 1990 population of Africa. 

Writing in Scientific American for September 1976, agriculture authority Dr. David 
Hopper asserted that the "world's food problem does not arise from any physical limitation on 
potential output or any danger of unduly stressing the environment. The limitations on 
abundance are to be found in the social and political structures of nations and in the economic 
relations among them. The unexploited global food resource is there .... The successful 
husbandry of that resource depends on the will and actions of men." 

Dr. Rushdoony recalls that the "world, during its least populous years, suffered most 
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from hunger and famine." It was only when "statist controls receded in the late 19th century" that 
"hunger also began to recede, and Western civilization increasingly saw famine banished and 
hunger successfully dealt with. A far greater population enjoyed far greater supplies of food." 
With the rise of communism, welfare states, and other manifestations of big government 

in the 20th Century, many of the destructive controls returned. Rushdoony maintains that the 
"myth of overpopulation is a form of attack on the free market, even though no more lawless and 
evil use of men and materials exists than under socialism." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


ACID RAIN The Theory 
That's All Wet 

The term "acid rain" was first coined in 1872 by Robert Angus Smith, an English chemist 
who utilized it to describe the increasingly acid precipitation that was falling on the city of 
Manchester. "Acid precipitation" is a more precise term, however, since snow, hail, fog, mist, 
and dew are also involved. Neither the cause, nor the extent, of acid rain has been definitely 
established. 

Environmentalists claim that it is formed when sulphur dioxide and nitrogen oxide 
pollutants enter the atmosphere and are chemically transformed by sunlight into acids which then 
fall to earth as precipitation that harms forests, decimates fish in lakes, erodes structures, etc. 
Coal-burning electric power plants, primarily in the Midwest, produce most of the sulphur 
dioxide, while automobiles are mainly responsible for nitrogen oxide emissions. 

Ten-Year Study 

In 1980, the EPA suggested that acid rain was responsible for an "aquatic silent spring" in 
the northeastern states and Canada. The next year, the Reagan Administration established a 
National Acid Precipitation Assessment Program (NAPAP) to study the causes and effects of 
acid rain. After ten years and the expenditure of $600 million, the NAPAP reported in 1990 that, 
regarding forests, "Acidic deposition has not been shown to be a significant factor contributing to 
current forest health problems in North America .... There is no evidence of widespread forest 
damage from current levels of acidic rains in the United States." 

Regarding crops and vegetation, NAPAP concluded, "Acidic precipitation at ambient 
levels in the United States is not responsible for regional crop yield reduction. Sulphur dioxide is 
rarely associated with crop damages near point sources and is not a regional scale problem." 
Concerning lakes and streams, "Acidic lakes were a relatively small percentage of the National 
Surface Water Survey. The percentage of total lake surface area that was acidic [was] 2.1 
percent..." 

Rain water, it should be noted, is normally acidic, with a pH of about 5.6 on a scale 
running from 0 (extremely acidic) to 14 (extremely alkaline), with 7 being neutral. In April 1989, 
Dr. Edward Krug of the Illinois State Water Survey released a study prepared for the U.S. 
Department of Energy that concluded that the acidity of lakes and rivers has little (if anything) to 
do with acid rain, and is instead related to such factors as land use, soil chemistry, and geology. 
Krug determined that 90 percent of currently acidic lakes in the Northeast and Scandinavia were 
also acidic in pre-industrial times. 

Whereas at the turn of the last century we routinely lost 30 million or 40 million acres 
each year to forest fires, Krug notes that now, "with Smokey the Bear's help the average is less 
than 5 million. Most of the Northeast has been fully reforested." One result is that two percent of 
Northeast lake area has returned to its historic acidic state. 

Krug also cites controlled experiments which demonstrate that, when highly acid snow 
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melts and leaches through less acid soil, the resulting water has the acidity of the soil, not of the 
snow. Which in turn means that the natural acidity of the earth's surface determines the acidity in 
watersheds, while the impact of acid rain is virtually inconsequential. 

This explains why there are highly acid lakes in areas of low (or no) acid rain, and vice 
versa. Highboard Brook in New Hampshire, for instance, has remained highly acidic despite a 
25-year decline in the state's rain acidity. While 29 percent of the lakes and streams in southwest 
Tasmania (where the climate and topography closely resemble those of our northeastern states) 
are acidic, the rainwater is non-acidic. 

And 98 percent of Australia's Frazier Island lake surfaces are also acidic, while its 
rainwater is alkaline. Dr. Krug concludes: "In statistically weighting possible causes of lake 
acidification, acid rain does not even show up as a significant variable, let alone correlative." 

Some environmentalists cite the loss of fish in the Adirondacks in recent years as an 
example of acid rain devastation. But Dr. Krug reminds us that the high-altitude Adirondack 
lakes have been fishless for most of their history. Indeed, the Iroquois word "Adirondack" means 
"bark eater," indicating that the food supply in the area, including fish, was never plentiful. 

Return to the Original 

The natural acidity of the region, which precluded the survival of fish, changed to a more 
alkaline environment when the Adirondacks became a major center for lumbering and paper 
pulp, accompanied by the slash-and-burn methods that were then typical of logging. "Cutting 
was invariably followed by fires," Krug notes. "Fuel was plentiful -- left-over cuttings, the 
luxuriant mosses and thick peaty forest floor exposed to the sun and air, became dry and highly 
flammable." 

All told, the devastation was brutal. "The landscape was denuded, and severe erosion 
washed away the underlying thin and rocky mineral soils. Runoff from the land became much 
more alkaline. Forests gone, spongy and water-absorbent mosses and the acidic peaty forest floor 
were burned off and replaced by alkaline ash. The ironic result, though, was that sport fish could 
now survive in lakes that had previously been uninhabitable" due to their naturally high acidity. 

The unprecedented disturbance in the Adirondacks was then followed by equally 
unprecedented protection. "Since 1915," Dr. Krug continues, "laws against cutting and burning 
have been seriously enforced. Forest fires are now put out quickly. As a result, the forests, acid 
peaty soils, and acid-requiring and acid-producing trees and mosses are coming back. And lakes 
that historically have been highly acidic are nearing their natural pH balances." 

In other words, what is happening in the Adirondacks appears to be a normal return to a 
natural historic condition, not destruction from man-made "acid rain." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


NUCLEAR POWER An 
Attractive Option 

All forms of large-scale energy conversion are dangerous. Nuclear power is dangerous, as 
are coal- or oil-fueled plants or hydroelectric power. As long as energy is being harnessed, there 
is always the possibility of danger. The question that should be asked is: How do the the dangers 
of nuclear power compare with those of other sources of electricity’? The evidence indicates that 
nuclear power poses less of a health threat than the other sources. 

Setting the Record Straight 

Most of the opposition to nuclear power is based on misinformation and lack of 
information. In his monthly newsletter Access To Energy, and in his best-selling book The 
Health Hazards of NOT Going Nuclear, Dr. Petr Beckmann, professor emeritus of electrical 
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engineering at the University of Colorado, has attempted to set (and keep) the record straight. 
Beckmann contends that "people do not fear what is dangerous" so much as "what they do not 
understand." The victims of non-nuclear, energy-related accidents have, for instance, been 
burned, torn apart, crushed, drowned, and killed by flying debris -- "but people understand what 
happened, so life goes on." It is something entirely different when lives are perceived to be 
threatened by "something as mysterious as radiation," that supposedly "unseen killer" that "has 
no smell or color." 

Radiation is a pervasive natural phenomenon. It is emitted by the sun, the earth, and even 
by our own bodies. According to a report issued by the National Council on Radiation Protection 
and Measurements in 1987, over 80 percent of the average radiation exposure of 360 millirems 
(mrem) per person comes from natural sources. Medical procedures such as X-rays account for 
most of the man-made radiation that the average person is exposed to. All aspects of nuclear 
energy -- from mining the uranium to operating the reactor to disposing the waste -- account for 
less than one tenth of one percent of the radiation that the average person is exposed to from 
man-made and natural sources combined. 

To put the amount of radiation emitted from nuclear power plants in the proper 
perspective, Beckmann notes that a person would have to live next to a nuclear power plant for 
over 62 years in order to receive the equivalent dosage of radiation that he would get by taking 
one coast-to-coast round-trip airline flight. 

The Capitol Building in Washington, DC is so radioactive (due to the uranium and 
thorium present in its granite walls) that it could never be licensed as a nuclear power reactor site 
under today's nuclear standards. Grand Central Station in Manhattan would also flunk the 
licensing test because its granite blocks are also radioactive. Nobel Prize winning scientist Dr. 
Rosalyn S. Yalow once told a congressional committee, "As an adult, living human being, my 
body contains natural radioactivity: 0.1 microcuries of potassium 40 and 0.1 microcuries of 
carbon 14. According to the current rules of the [Nuclear Regulatory Commission], if I were a 
laboratory animal who had received this amount of radioactivity as 'by-product material' and died 
with the radioactivity still in my body, I could not be buried, burned or disposed of in the 
garbage." 

Benefits of Nuclear Power 

One reason why the nuclear option is so attractive compared to other forms of power 
generation is because the energy that can be released is so concentrated. One gram of fuel-grade 
uranium contains the same amount of energy as 12 barrels of oil or 2.5 tons of coal. Because a 
nuclear power plant needs less fuel than a coal- or oil-fired plant to produce a given amount of 
electricity, less fuel needs to be mined or transported and fewer waste products will result. 

A fruit juice can five inches high and two and one-half inches in diameter will hold the 
nuclear waste resulting from the generation of electricity that the average American will use in 
his or her lifetime. By weight, this amount of waste would be five million times smaller than the 
waste from a coal-burning plant. 

Another benefit of nuclear power plants is that waste is contained within the reactor core 
and can later be transported to a waste-storage site. Nuclear power plants do not have any 
smokestacks spewing pollutants into the atmosphere; the cooling towers that might look ominous 
to persons unfamiliar with nuclear technology emit steam, not dangerous pollutants. 

And of course, radioactive elements gradually lose their radioactivity with time. After 
just one year, the radiation from spent nuclear-reactor fuel decreases by about 99 percent. Within 
1,000 years, spent fuel becomes no more radioactive than was the natural uranium ore from 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


which it was extracted in the first place. 

Assuming Americans want to continue to live in a developed society, they will continue 
to need electricity on a large-scale basis. Nuclear power is at present the safest and most efficient 
way of producing that electricity. If sufficient understanding is created about the nuclear option, 
there is little doubt that this form of power generation will be emphasized until such time as a 
better alternative is developed. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


Costs Are Climbing 

Estimating the economic cost of what now passes under the rubric of environmentalism is 
a difficult task, since much of the cost of environmental regulation shows up as private expense. 
President Bush has estimated that the annual cost of environmental regulation is about $175 
billion per year, or about $1,700 for every taxpayer in the country. The federal government itself 
will spend an estimated $20.2 billion this fiscal year on natural resources and the environment, 
but the private sector is being forced to spend many times that amount in order to comply with 
federal environmental laws such as the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and the Superfund. 

Negative Impact 

Environmental regulations have had a significant negative impact on the economy. 
Economists Dale Jorgenson of Harvard and Peter Wilcoxen of the University of Texas estimated 
in 1989 that the cost of environmental regulation "is a long-run reduction of 2.59 percent in the 
level of the U.S. gross national product." The Detroit News commented in 1990, "This means 
that the gross national product this year will be about $180 billion lower, with four million fewer 
jobs." 

The money that the private sector was forced to spend on pollution controls to satisfy 
government regulations could have been spent in other ways, such as on research and 
development. If the private entrepreneurs were able to decide how best to spend their money 
instead of the government deciding for them, there is no telling the difference that could have 
been made to America's economic growth. 

Spending money on productive endeavors has a positive impact on the economy, while 
spending on nonproductive endeavors is truly a waste. If there were no significant difference 
between the two types of spending, companies could then spend money on lavish parties rather 
than capital investment and still have the same impact on the economy. Common sense tells us 
that not all spending is equal. 

What does it cost to be subject to environmental regulations and have to compete against 
foreign companies not subject to the same rules? If market share is lost to foreign competition, 
what will it cost to get the markets back? 

Bad to Worse 

The current trend in the U.S. is toward more environmental regulation, not less. As the 
above table shows, pollution spending by private and public sources, which (using 1989 constant 
dollars) surged from $50 billion in 1972 to $115 billion in 1989, is expected to exceed $171 
billion by the end of the decade. 

Even worse, the actual costs could far exceed these projections if the Green Regime has 
its way. Economists Alan Manne of Stanford University and Richard Richels of the Electric 
Power Research Institute have estimated that the United States would have to spend a "present 
value" of $800 billion to $3.6 trillion over the next century in order to cut carbon dioxide 
emissions. And Maurice Strong, secretary-general of the "Earth Summit" in Rio, has stated that 
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developing countries would need about $125 billion per year in order to pay for new 
environmental programs. 
-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


REGULATION Birth of a 
Bureaucracy 

In early July 1970, President Richard Nixon submitted to Congress his plan to create an 
Environmental Protection Agency as an umbrella entity to consolidate and administer federal 
anti-pollution programs. Congress concurred and the EPA formally began operating on 
December 2, 1970 with a budget of $303 million and a staff of 3,860. Today, its budget exceeds 
$4.3 billion (approximately one-third of the entire $13 billion federal regulatory budget) with a 
staff fast approaching 18,000. 

In 1990, according to the EPA's own figures, the agency's environmental regulations cost 
each American family around $1,000, or a total of about $115 billion. The tab will exceed $130 
billion this year. 

Expanding Domain 

In expanding its regulatory domain, the EPA has relied on such questionable practices as 
predicating expensive and oppressive environmental policies on laboratory rodent tests. Dr. 
Bruce N. Ames, professor of cell biology at the University of California-Berkeley, contends that 
government-supported cancer tests on rats are "useless" because they depend on the highly 
questionable assumption that high doses fed to rats over their short lifetimes produce the same 
results as very low exposures over a long period of time in humans. 

Writing in the Washington news-weekly Human Events for April 11, 1992, EPA Watch 
editor Bonner R. Cohen revealed that the EPA is preparing to erode the right to take a shower, 
under the guise of controlling some 500 volatile organic compounds (VOCs) commonly found in 
buildings. During a daylong meeting on February 25th, the EPA Science Advisory Board's 
Indoor Air Quality and Total Human Exposure Committee met for a session entitled "Review of 
Draft Documents: Projects Summary: Guidance on Estimating Exposure to VOCs During 
Showering." A related draft document asserted, "Exposure to contaminants volatilized from tap 
water is a significant issue, and the scope of interest within the EPA is broad." Cohen notes that, 
while the EPA presently has jurisdiction over water, "indoor air is under the jurisdiction of the 
Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA), which ... monitors health risks in the 
workplace. Should the EPA succeed in wrestling regulatory control over indoor air from OSHA, 
some of the agency's 17,000 employees will soon be seeking out indoor pollutants, including 
those lurking in the nation's kitchen sinks, shower chambers, and toilet bowls." 

Contempt for Private Property 

Prior to his nomination by President Bush, current EPA Administrator William K. Reilly 
served as president of both the Conservation Foundation (since 1973) and the World Wildlife 
Fund-U.S. (since its affiliation with the Conservation Foundation in 1985). Prior to taking the 
helm of the Conservation Foundation, Reilly served as executive director of a land-use task force 
chaired by Laurance S. Rockefeller. He was also senior staff member of the President's Council 
on Environmental Quality during the Nixon Administration. 

Together with a colleague, Reilly drafted the notorious federal land-use bill that passed 
the Senate in 1973, but which was scuttled in the House in 1974 in the wake of nationwide 
grassroots opposition. The bill included so many vague definitions and regulatory edicts that 
virtually all private, as well as public, land would have been subject to federally dictated zoning 
restrictions. As reported by Human Events for January 14, 1989, one provision of the 
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Reilly-drafted land lock-up bill would have given "the Interior Department the power to ensure 
that the states restrict the use of all ‘areas of critical environmental concern which are of more 
than statewide significance.' So broadly did the bill define what was meant by those 'critical' 
areas ... that almost any land could be considered subject to federally dictated zoning 
restrictions." 

William Reilly's contempt for private property also surfaced in his introduction to the 
1985 book National Parks for a New Generation, in which he advocated the concept of 
"greenline parks," under which privately owned land adjacent to federal or state parks could be 
declared part of the park system and its use restricted to conform to park purposes. Reilly argued 
that the "accommodation of permanently nonfederal lands within park boundaries is critical for 
further expansion of the system," and that existing federal budgetary restraints made "greenline 
parks appear to represent the most important opportunity to extend the park system on a 
significant scale." 

Reilly further noted that the "mainstream" American attitude toward property rights in 
land has been "the right of citizens to exercise domain over land they own," but if "parks are to 
be protected for use and enjoyment of future generations of Americans, the tradition of park 
stewardship must gradually be extended beyond park boundaries, to domains where mainstream 
attitudes about private property and freedom of action still prevail today." 

William K. Reilly is continuing his crusade for government control as EPA 
-administrator. And President Bush is striving to have the EPA elevated to cabinet-level status. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


BAD SCIENCE Relying on Unsupported 
Theories 

The late economics columnist Warren Brookes once wrote that "it is hard to find a single 
issue on which the environmental movement and the Environmental Protection Agency have not 
misled us and forced us to waste billions for no real gain." In one instance after another, the EPA 
and other government entities have used flawed scientific research as a basis for their 
burdensome regulations. Consider the following four examples. 

Pesticides 

In her informative book Trashing the Planet, Dr. Dixie Lee Ray reminds us that 
pesticides "have reduced America's food costs 33 percent by controlling weeds, insects, mold, 
and rot in vegetables and fruits. They have helped to keep our food and our homes clean by 
controlling rats, mice, and cockroaches. Through the use of wood preservatives in 
pressure-treated lumber for fences, porches, decks, and homes, we have saved a forest of trees 
two times the size of New England." 

Writing in the December 1991 issue of Hudson Opinion, Hudson Institute Fellow Dennis 
T. Avery added that "without science-based agriculture we'd already have plowed under another 
10 million square miles of wildlife habitat for food. Instead, because we have raised yields on 
existing cropland -- with better seeds, irrigation, fertilizer and pest control -- we're feeding 
twice as many people on the same farm land we used in 1960." 

The American Council on Science and Health notes that no human diet "can be free from 
all carcinogens or toxic substances" since such substances abound in nature, and humans 
typically eat an estimated "10,000 times more of nature's pesticides than of man-made ones." The 
sundry carcinogenic, mutagenic, and toxic substances found naturally in plants apparently help 
them to defend themselves against their enemies, including bacteria, molds, nematodes, insects, 
birds, and grazing animals. 
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The man-made pesticide DDT was banned by the EPA in the 1970s except for "extreme 
emergencies." Dr. Ray recalls that DDT "was used by all Allied troops during World War II," 
with the result that "no Allied soldier was stricken with typhus fever (carried by lice) for the first 
time in the history of warfare. In World War I, by contrast, more soldiers died from typhus than 
from bullets." 

Prior to DDT, mosquito-borne malaria had been man's worst disease, based on the death 
toll. Of the 200 million persons stricken annually, some two million died. In Sri Lanka in 1948, 
before the use of DDT, there were 2.8 million cases of malaria. By 1963, the number had 
dropped to a mere 17, and continued at low levels until the late 1960s, when environmentalist 
attacks on DDT within the U.S. convinced Sri Lankan officials to suspend spraying. In 1968, the 
number of malaria cases soared to one million, and in 1969 reached 2.5 million, nearly the 
pre-DDT level. 

The EPA's DDT ban enabled tussock moths to defoliate nearly 700,000 acres of forest 
land in Washington, Oregon, and Northern Idaho in the mid-1970s. DDT was the only pesticide 
proven effective against the destructive creatures. The EPA's own hearing examiner had reported 
in early 1972 that DDT "is not a carcinogenic hazard to man. The uses of DDT under the 
registrations involved here do not have a deleterious effect on freshwater fish, estuarine 
organisms, wild birds or other wildlife." Nevertheless, then-EPA Administrator William 
Ruckelshaus banned the pesticide six months later. 

Radon 

Radon is a gas that "bubbles up" to the surface from uranium deposits. It is not itself 
especially dangerous, but it may transport highly radioactive solid-particle "daughters" (a further 
uranium decay element) that have been linked with cancer when inhaled and lodged in the lungs. 
Adequate ventilation (perhaps two air-changes per hour in occupied rooms) is the key to 
alleviating whatever radon problem might exist within a home, office, or school. 

The main culprits responsible for spawning the radon problem in the first place were 
federal and state governments. Programs to conserve energy by giving tax incentives to caulk, 
insulate, and weatherstrip homes reduced ventilation and trapped dangerous levels of radon. 

The threat posed by excessive radon may be serious, but independent investigators have 
gathered evidence indicating that radon at moderate levels may enhance, rather than erode, one's 
health. In 1985, Dr. Bernard Cohen of the University of Pittsburgh evaluated radon 
measurements and health data for Sweden, Finland, England, and China, as well as for 
Pennsylvania and the high-radon area of New Jersey. He concluded in a 1987 paper that "all 
geographic areas that had been found to have high radon levels had relatively low lung cancer 
rates." In a paper evaluating radon levels in homes, he concluded, "Lung cancer rates in countries 
tend to strongly decrease as average radon levels increase and vice versa." He observed that the 
EPA's present risk level of four picocuries per liter (ppl) of air is somewhat less risky than 
drinking a normal amount of tap water. 

In October 1989, EPA Administrator William K. Reilly declared Iowa to be the highest 
radon state in the country, claiming that 71 percent (seven times the national average) of its 
homes were over the EPA's four pp! "danger level." Yet, Iowa's lung-cancer death rate is 13 
percent below the national average. According to the EPA's model, Hawkeyes should have 
suffered around 1,600 cancer deaths from radon alone. In fact, for all of 1988 there were 1,420 
cancer deaths in Iowa from all causes. 

Asbestos 
Asbestos is the commercial term for various fibrous minerals, mainly used as insulation, 
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that resist heat and chemicals and have low conductivity. Fibers of asbestos can become airborne 
during mining and processing or when insulation is disturbed during removal from buildings. 

Occupational exposure (among miners, processors, and installers) has been associated 
with sundry lung ailments, including cancer (but almost always among workers who also 
smoke). Claiming that school children might also be at risk, Congress passed the Asbestos 
Hazard Emergency Response Act (which became effective in late 1987) mandating that school 
buildings, both government and private, be inspected for asbestos and that protective actions be 
taken where it is found. 

The EPA originally justified the asbestos removal program on the basis of an alleged 
40,000 asbestos-caused cancer deaths annually, without the slightest scientific substantiation for 
that figure. Eventually, the apocryphal body count was reduced to 12,000, but again, there was 
no scientific justification for the estimate. 

A comprehensive review of asbestos literature in the June 29, 1989 New England 
Journal of Medicine concluded: "The decision to remove asbestos is made arbitrarily often 
without sufficient evidence .... Most alarming are recent publications ... that show an increase in 
asbestos concentrations in the air after fibers are removed from buildings." 

A study by a team of medical experts, published in the January 19, 1990 issue of Science 
magazine found that undisturbed asbestos in schools and other public buildings poses little risk 
for lung disease and that the "asbestos panic" could lead to costly and unnecessary removal 
efforts. The researchers found that chrysolite asbestos (which accounts for over 90 percent of the 
world's asbestos production and is the type predominantly used in U.S. schools and buildings) is 
"not a health risk in the non-occupational setting." 

Not only are the levels of asbestos in most U.S. buildings too low to trigger lung disease, 
but tampering with such low levels might do more harm than good. The Science magazine study 
concludes: "Clearly the asbestos panic in the U.S. must be curtailed, especially because 
unwarranted and poorly controlled asbestos abatement results in unnecessary risks to young 
removal workers who may develop asbestos-related cancers in later decades." 

On September 19, 1990, the EPA acknowledged that the best way to handle asbestos in 
buildings may be not to handle it at all. Administrator William K. Reilly told reporters: "I am 
aware of billions of dollars of asbestos removal ... that can in fact raise the risk by disturbing 
otherwise inactive asbestos fibers." 

PCBs 

PCBs are a group of more than 200 chemicals (polychlorinated biphenyls) which, while 
varying in their viscosity, are all non-flammable and stable when subjected to severe temperature 
and physical conditions. They are therefore ideal as lubricants and coolants for transformers, air 
conditioning compressors, and other electrical equipment. Indeed, they became so successful in 
reducing fire hazards after their use began in 1929 that, as Dr, Dixie Lee Ray notes, "many city 
codes required the use of PCBs, and banned transformers that had mineral oil as a coolant." 

During the early years of use, manufacturers routinely dumped PCB waste into 
waterways, where it was ingested by fish and found its way elsewhere in the food chain. But no 
adverse health effects were ever established, and as Ray points out, "it is now known that PCBs 
do not remain stable in the environment for years on end." Indeed, there "are at least eight to ten 
strains of both aerobic and anaerobic bacteria that can and do degrade PCB to simple, harmless 
substances." 

Probably the most comprehensive data concerning the long-term health effects of PCB 
exposure were presented in a 1981 report by the National Institute for Occupational Safety and 
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Health. Investigators studied 2,500 workers employed by two capacitor manufacturing plants. 
More than one-half were exposed to PCB on the job for more than 20 years, and some for nearly 
AO years. Researchers reported no statistically significant excesses of cancer. Indeed, they 
reported that the incidence of all cancer mortality for the workers at the two plants was slightly 
lower than that of the general U.S. population. 

In the wake of the EPA ban, utilities were required to revert to flammable mineral oil and 
other inferior insulating substitutes. As a result, on July 29, 1990, a 14-square-mile section of 
Chicago's west side was blacked out after a fire in a malfunctioning transformer damaged a 
generating plant. Rioting broke out during the blackout. Three members of one family died when 
the candle they were using to light their home touched off a fire. Writing in Access to Energy, 
Dr. Petr Beckmann blamed the fire and subsequent destruction on "a well-known arsonist: the 
EPA," on grounds that "the EPA outlawed the incombustible liquid [PCB], and caused virtually 
all U.S. transformer stations to go back to mineral oil." 

Federal regulations over beneficial materials and relatively harmless chemicals are 
unnecessary, costly, and harmful to our economy and well-being. Such intrusion, unchecked, 
could well push us halfway back to the dark ages. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


LANDGRAB They're After Your 
Property! 

In Pennsylvania, a garage owner is sent to jail after removing old tires from (and adding 
fill dirt to) a vacant lot he owns. His crime? Disturbing a wetland. (For the particulars of this 
incredible case, see page 29.) 

In southern Oregon's Klamath County, crops are dying in the fields and wells are going 
dry as late spring rains fail to materialize for the seventh year in a row. There is water galore in 
the local reservoir, but it cannot be touched; the reservoir has become "habitat" for two 
subspecies of suckerfish protected under the Federal Endangered Species Act. 

In Swain County, North Carolina, there is a cemetery you cannot visit. It is in a federal 
wilderness area, officially designated as a place "untrammeled by man." Once a farming area, 
former residents are now allowed in only once a year to visit family graves. The National Park 
Service hauls them in on a cattle trailer. 

In northeastern Ohio, the village of Everett stands vacant, its buildings boarded up and 
deteriorating. Everett is now part of the Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area. The village 
was acquired, and its population removed, 12 years ago by the National Park Service. 

Aggressive Acquisition 

These are not isolated examples. Across the United States, in the name of "environmental 
protection," the United States government has developed a sizable appetite for infringing upon 
the property rights of its own citizens, either by acquiring the land outright or by regulating its 
use. A spate of federal laws has increasingly centralized control over private property in the 
hands of a national government increasingly hostile to its own citizenry. The U.S. government is 
aggressively acquiring its citizens! land, eliminating their jobs, and dictating what (if anything) 
they can do with what land they are allowed to keep -- all in the name of "environmental 
protection." 

Since 1965, the U.S. government's National Park Service, Forest Service, Fish & Wildlife 
Service, and Bureau of Land Management have spent $4.66 billion to acquire 5,391,885 acres of 
private real estate for parks and "open space." The Bush Administration's most recent budget 
proposal for fiscal 1993 earmarks another $366 million for the acquisition of real estate -- 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


including $30 million in "matching funds" for state land-acquisition "projects." 

Not all owners surrender their homes and land voluntarily. Many face condemnation 
proceedings, while others find themselves victims of a 1931 statute which allows the government 
to file "your land is now my land" papers with a federal court and settle on a price after the 
owner has been evicted. The U.S. Forest Service used such "Declarations of Taking" to 
dispossess over 100 small landowners in the Mr. St. Helens National Volcanic Monument in the 
mid-1980s; the National Park Service used the same procedure to remove several thousand 
"inholders" from its Big Cypress National Preserve in Florida. 

The federal government owns more than one-third of the land in the United States. More 
and more of this land is being placed off limits to public access and use. Today, more than 91 
million acres -- one out of every eight acres the U.S. government owns -- is designated as 
wilderness, areas where "the hand of man is not allowed to set foot," where even planes are 
prohibited from flying overhead, where forests and wildlife are allowed to die off in "natural 
processes," and where a forest fire, if it is fought at all, must be fought on foot with hand tools. 

Over the past 20 years, parks and wilderness have become engines of economic 
destruction in the hands of "environmental" pressure groups and their supporters in Congress and 
the federal land-management agencies. The 510 square-mile Columbia Gorge National Scenic 
Area was proposed to block development of a 65-acre subdivision; the 32,000-acre Cuyahoga 
Valley National Recreation Area was proposed to stop the construction of a domed stadium 
(which was built anyway) on the outskirts of Cleveland. 

Florida's 716,000-acre Big Cypress National Preserve stopped development of an airport, 
as did New Jersey's million-acre Pinelands National Reserve. Over half of the 101 new federal 
parks proposed in 1988 by the National Parks and Conservation Association cited a "need" to 
eliminate the threat of private use of land. 

Development prevention on this grand scale is expensive. The Land and Water 
Conservation Fund, Congress's basic land-acquisition "slush fund," gets $900 million each year, 
mostly in federal offshore oil royalties, but the backlog of acquisitions already authorized but not 
yet paid for totals more than $2.5 billion. Proposals to divert $1 billion per year in tax revenues 
to land acquisition have foundered -- at least temporarily -- on the shoals of congressional 
concern about the burgeoning federal deficit. 

Public Trust Doctrine 

But the federal government does not have to buy the land in order to control it. Federal 
agencies and "environmental" pressure groups have relied increasingly on two 
development-prevention mechanisms that officially don't require paying anybody compensation 
-- endangered species and wetlands. 

Restriction of private land use to preserve endangered species is rooted in the 1973 
Endangered Species Act; that of wetlands is based -- rather vaguely -- on the 1972 Clean Water 
Act. Both are derived from the "public trust doctrine," a legal theory of land ownership offered 
by regulatory advocates as a "preferred alternative" to the Anglo-Saxon tradition of 
constitutionally protected private property rights. 

The "public trust doctrine," appropriated from the Justinian Code of the super-regulatory 
Late Roman Empire, maintains that in all private property there is a large, but undefined, public 
ownership interest. Accordingly, compensation for restricting the use of private property, or for 
prohibiting it altogether, is never necessary; it is merely the "public owner" protecting his 
interest in the property from whatever damage "the other owner" -- the private citizen -- may be 
contemplating. 
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The Environmental Law Institute notes that, taken to the extreme, the "public trust 
doctrine" can even be used to prohibit the sale of private property on the grounds that the "public 
interest" might be harmed. In fact, the U.S. Congress did just that in late 1988, preventing the 
sale of some Diamond International Corp. timberlands to a Canadian developer, Charles 
Rancourt. The law, drafted by Senator Warren Rudman (R-NH) and enacted as part of that year's 
Interior Department appropriations bill, directed the U.S. Forest Service to file Declarations of 
Taking confiscating the Diamond lands unless they were sold by a specified date to one of three 
specified buyers: the State of New Hampshire, the Nature Conservancy, or the Society for the 
Preservation of New Hampshire Forests. (Rancourt sold the land to the state before the deadline.) 

The most celebrated application of the Endangered Species Act has occurred on public 
land in the Pacific Northwest, where the "listing" of a relatively common bird, the northern 
spotted owl, as threatened is responsible for the reservation of 8.5 million acres of federal 
timberland as "critical habitat" for the bird, and the unemployment of some 150,000 residents of 
Oregon, Washington, and California. 

But the Endangered Species Act's prohibition on "taking" (killing) of a "listed" species 
applies to private as well as public land. Thus, 70-acre "owl circles" dot private land throughout 
western Oregon -- wherever the bird is found. The number of these "owl circles" is growing 
since the bird is being found in more and more places. 

And the spotted owl is only one of 570 varieties of animal, bird, fish, plant, and insect 
currently designated as "endangered" or "threatened." Such species range from the Oregon 
silverspot butterfly, whose presence stopped construction of a golf course this year, to a handful 
of "runs" of "wild" salmon whose preservation is affecting river traffic, irrigation, forestry, and 
hydroelectric power generation along hundreds of miles of the Columbia River and its 
tributaries. Another 3,000 "candidates" have been proposed for the endangered species list. The 
listing of some of these species could disrupt human activity on a grand scale -- the California 
delta smelt, for example, the preservation of which may dry up irrigation water in much of 
California's productive Central Valley. 

Wetlands Designation 

Unlike endangered species, wetlands don't as yet have an official status in federal law, 
although several wetland-preservation bills are pending in Congress. Wetlands fall under a 
far-reaching interpretation of the Clean Water Act, which does not mention "wetlands" but 
requires permits to be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers before dredging or 
filling "waters of the United States." 

Thanks to a lawsuit by the Natural Resources Defense Council and a ruling by the EPA 
that claimed flying ducks crossing state lines were "instrumentalities of interstate commerce," 
wetlands, no matter how distant they may be from the Corps of Engineers' navigable rivers, are 
now considered to be "waters of the Unite. d States" for the purpose of applying the Clean Water 
Act. A Wetlands Delineation Manual published in 1989 by the EPA and the Corps of Engineers 
found that wetlands didn't even have to be wet; the presence of water 18 inches below the surface 
for just seven days out of the year is sufficient for designating property as a "wetland." 

Some 274 million acres -- including farms, ranches, industrial sites, even entire cities -- 
are now Officially "waters of the United States," aggressively protected from use by its owners in 
what Pacific Legal Foundation attorney James Burling called "federal wilderness zoning" of 
private land. Burling suggests the U.S. Constitution's guarantee of "just compensation" for 
government takings of private property may provide a brake on the "public trust" regulators. In 
1990, he notes, a Florida limestone mining company and a New Jersey developer were awarded 
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$1 million and $2.6 million, respectively, in compensation for denial of permits to operate on 
their own land. 

On the other hand, Pennsylvania mechanic John Pozsgai is in prison for three years for 
putting fill dirt on his wetland. A father-and-son development team served time for committing a 
similar "crime" in Florida. Farmers across the country now face fines for disturbing "wetlands" 
where their families have planted crops for generations. 

Liberty and Property 

The U.S. Supreme Court declared property rights "fundamental civil rights" in a 
celebrated 1972 case, Lynch v. Household Finance. "The right to liberty is inseparable from the 
right to property," the court noted; one cannot exist without the other. 

The inseparability of liberty and property was underscored earlier this year when one of 
President George Bush's top environmental officials brazenly claimed that consititutional 
guarantees of freedom of speech don't apply on federal land. The official is Mike Hayden, 
Assistant Interior Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and Parks. He was responding to media concerns 
about the National Park Service's shutdown of the private Everglades Institute's scientific 
research in the Big Cypress National Preserve. (In addition to barring the Institute from Big 
Cypress, the Park Service is condemning the Institute's property in the Everglades.) 

Hayden defended the Park Service's demand to control both what the Institute taught and 
what it published. Institute director Jan Jacobson, Hayden said, "can speak his mind as long as 
it's not on public land." That's not a violation of First Amendment rights to free speech, he 
asserted: "Anyone is free to say anything they want -- just not on park land." 

If free speech isn't allowed on public land, and all land -- under the "public trust doctrine" 
-- is at least partially public land, where does that leave free speech? How about other 
constitutional guarantees? 

-- JOE WRABEK 


HAZARDOUS WASTE Superfund, 
Super Fraud 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, 
commonly known as Superfund or CERCLA, was enacted by Congress in 1980, allegedly in 
response to public clamor for more control over "health-threatening" dump sites. The Superfund 
law provides the EPA with the authority and funding to order and direct cleanup of uncontrolled 
releases of hazardous wastes or materials from any site or facility. Additionally, a system of 
strict liability was created whereby potentially responsible parties (PRP) may be identified and 
charged with the cost of the cleanup. 

Priority Sites 

Since its enactment, the Superfund has developed a list of 1,200 sites on its National 
Priority List for cleanup. Of these, only 63 have achieved final cleanup to date, and the EPA 
claims that the number will stand at 200 by the end of 1993 and 650 by the year 2000. However, 
the staggering statistic to consider is not the snail's pace of the cleanup program, but the number 
of proposed sites for addition to the list. About 30,000 sites have already been identified as 
potential Superfund sites, and according to the Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) this 
number could climb to 100,000. 

Of course, the insiders at EPA don't have the slightest expectation of cleaning up that 
many sites. The main consequence of such a fantastically high number of listings is to put the 
EPA in a position of blocking the sale or transfer of tens of thousands of parcels of private 
property. How is this done? Any purchaser of a Superfund site incurs cleanup liability. Since no 
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one would buy a such a site, real estate can be frozen simply by listing it as a Superfund site. 

In case you think that government arbitrariness in designating Superfund sites is unlikely, 
and that there must be clear scientific evidence of uncontrolled hazardous materials releases, note 
this line from an OTA report: "There are few unequivocal scientific right or wrong answers for 
the Superfund program." Has there ever been a more open-ended invitation to regulatory 
caprice? In fact, the report says that "about 50 percent of cleanups address speculative risks...." 
This is a frank admission that a threat to health does not even have to be demonstrated for a 
property to be designated a Superfund site. This report goes on to state that "about 75 percent of 
the cleanups are unlikely to work over the long term." With "parameters" like these, is it any 
wonder why estimates for Superfund site cleanup range from hundreds of billions of dollars to 
the trillions of dollars well into the next century? 

The most pervasive and pernicious effects of the Superfund legislation are its perversion 
of the little that remains of the U.S. legal system's integrity. As the Environmental Business 
Association explains in its September 9, 1991 report: 

Superfund's system is virtually unique in American jurisprudence -- strict liability based 

solely upon status rather than conduct. Under Superfund, a company is liable for 

response costs at a site merely because it bears the statutory label of Owner, 

Operator, Generator, or Transporter. In addition, parties falling within these 

categories are subject to retroactive liability. 

The task of fixing and apportioning costs among PRP's, so defined, is 
enormously complex, expensive, and time-consuming .... Companies that believe 
themselves free of fault for past contamination are inclined to litigate at every 
stage of the Superfund process, from investigation, through the selection of 
remedial actions, to the apportionment of response costs among parties. 

Writing in the February 1990 issue of HAZMAT (Hazardous Materials) WORLD, John 
T. Ronan II provided further details of this regulatory nightmare: 

The courts have been entirely sympathetic to the overriding mandate of CERCLA and 

consistently have ruled against corporate PRPs in cases involving the traditional 

scope of liability under CERCLA Sec. 107. PRPs have almost predictably lost in 

federal court on such issues as joint and several liability, strict liability (with 

essentially no proof of causation), ex post facto application, severe limitations of 

due process and the restriction of defenses to the EPA-controlled administrative 

record .... Under CERCLA Sec. 106, there will be no administrative due process 

afforded PRPs prior to the issuance of an administrative order, either in the form 

of an administrative hearing or a judicial review. Once a Sec. 106 order is issued, 

a PRP places himself at the peril of exorbitant penalties and treble damages if he 

should have the temerity to challenge the validity of such an order. 

Blanket Liability 

The EPA manipulates PRP negotiations by settling with one party as a means to force 
another party to cave in. Under the present system, not only is a PRP guilty unless proven 
innocent, he is actually guilty even if proven innocent. Under current EPA regulations, which are 
supported by the courts, a PRP is liable even if he did not contribute in any way to contamination 
of a property. He may have just bought it from a seller who actually was responsible for the 
contamination; nevertheless, the present holder is still legally liable for the cleanup. 

This prostitution of the legal system has brought a sense of euphoria to the inner sanctum 
of the EPA. In an EPA Environmental News Bulletin issued on November 15, 1991, EPA 
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Administrator William K. Reilly boasted that the agency's criminal and civil enforcement actions 
-- not just for the Superfund but for all of its activities -- set records in fiscal 1991. Record fines 
were levied, jail time more than doubled, and record numbers were convicted. 

-- JOSEPH C. MAURER 


WASTE MANAGEMENT More 
Environmentalist Garbage 

As everyone knows, America is drowning in a sea of garbage because we are running out 
of landfill space. Right? Wrong. Because of our wasteful, sinful consumption habits, our 
municipal dumps are 75 percent filled with fast-food packaging, polystyrene foam, and 
disposable diapers. Right? Wrong. Hazardous wastes in municipal landfills are a dire threat to 
our air and water. Right? Wrong again -- strike three. 

Like so many other environmental issues, the myths about garbage are legion -- and very 
costly. We have space here to deal with only a few of the most common and pernicious of those. 


¢ Landfill Space. Charles W. Baird, professor of economics at California State 
University at Hayward, has noted: "There is no shortage of geologically safe, potential landfill 
sites in the United States. Japan, a landpoor country, has 2,400 operational sites. In the land-rich 
U.S., there are only 4,800." 

Lynn Scarlett, who has written extensively on solid waste issues, says fears that we are 
running out of landfill space are completely unfounded. "We could put all the municipal solid 
waste of the U.S. for the next 1,000 years into an area 44 miles by 44 miles, an area less than 
1/10th of one percent of the U.S. land area [in the lower 48 states]," says Scarlett. 

¢ Convenience-Food Packaging. The public has been led to believe that these materials 
make up 20 to 30 percent of the content of landfills. In reality, says William L. Rathie, professor 
of archaeology at the University of Arizona and founder of the Garbage Project, it's a negligible 
0.25 percent. 

¢ Polystyrene Foam. A favorite whipping boy of the eco-crusaders, polystyrene has been 
outlawed in some communities. Most people mistakenly believe this useful. harmless substance 
occupies 30 to 40 percent of landfill space. Reality: a piddling 0.9 percent. 

¢ Disposable Diapers. This ecological "supervillain," most people believe, takes up 25 to 
45 percent of the space in our local dumps. Reality: a trivial 0.8 percent. And the alternative -- 
cloth diapers -- is not any more environmentally friendly. The energy and raw materials used in 
making the cloth, and the pollution and energy costs involved in cleaning them, make it a pretty 
even match. 

¢ Plastics. This bane of modern society, according to ecologically correct thinking, 
supposedly accounts for 30 percent of landfill space, In fact, studies of landfills from New York 
to California show plastics occupying only about 10 percent of landfill volume. Nor is the 
volume of plastics in our waste stream growing. How so, when it seems that a growing 
proportion of our consumables, appliances, etc., involve plastics? Rathie offers an answer: "The 
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standard technique for edging out the competition is light weighting -- making the same item 
with less material. The two-liter soda bottle that was 68 grams in 1977 is now 51 grams; plastic 
gallon milk jugs have gone from 98 to 60 grams. Lighter means not only thinner but also more 
crushable." 

¢ Health Risks. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the federal law 
that governs the generation and disposal of wastes, is now up for reauthorization in Congress. It 
has not only given the federal EPA broad, unconstitutional powers over municipal wastes, but it 
has added enormous costs with no benefits to public safety. The EPA rules banning so-called 
hazardous waste disposal in landfills are a prime example. According to the late Warren T. 
Brookes, "the EPA itself -- using the most extreme risk assumptions -- estimates that in the 
aggregate municipal landfills pose only minuscule health risks. How minuscule? They estimate 
one statistical cancer death every 23 years!" And, said Brookes, the EPA agrees "that the cost per 
cancer risk avoided by this entire rule is $19.8 billion -- or 10 times the annual budget of the 
National Cancer Institute!" 

¢ Incineration. In the United States, we incinerate only 14 percent of our municipal 
waste. Japan safely incinerates over 60 percent of its waste. "If we incinerated at the same rate as 
the Japanese, we would cut our need for landfill space by almost half," Dr. Charles Baird has 
noted. The U.S. Conference of Mayors and even the EPA have endorsed expanded use of 
incineration as a safe, economic means of waste disposal. 

¢ Recycling. Long before the birth of the ecology movement, there was a sizeable 
recycling industry for paper, aluminum, glass, and ferrous metals. It was market-driven, which 
made it more efficient and practical than many of the well-intentioned but misguided efforts 
abounding today. Mandated, tax-subsidized recycling not only undermines American 
competitiveness with costly burdens, but disproportionately impacts the poorest in our society. 
Ironically, it also often results in wasting energy and resources, discouraging new, 
environmentally friendly technologies, and actually causing damage to the environment. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


AIR AND WATER Regulating 
Breath and Drink 

It is difficult to think of any substances more ubiquitous than air and water, or more 
essential to human life. A government that controls the peoples' use of these basic elements 
wields power undreamed of by potentates of old. No free man would for a moment countenance 
subjection to Caesar for breath and drink, and no would-be Caesar in ages past would have had 
the audacity to propose such a transparent grab for absolute tyrannical power. But -- might it be 
possible to so frighten a people with false stories of widespread, life-threatening contamination 
of air and water that they would beseech Caesar to regulate these life-essentials for the protection 
of all? Apparently so -- and much more besides. 

Bad News, Good News 

As soil scientist Edward C. Krug has noted, "Starting with the first federal water 
pollution law in 1948, government has given itself increasing authority to regulate everything 
from noise to wildlife." With legislation passed in recent years, Krug observes that "government 
now has the authority to regulate literally every substance in existence." And it is exercising that 
authority with an increasingly heavy hand. In the name of the environment and public health, 
federal, state, and local bureaucrats are invading our communities, businesses, and homes, and 
bankrupting America with draconian edicts that cannot be justified on any rational grounds. 

That's the bad news. The good news is that all of those alarmist scenarios of impending 
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global ecologic doom and continuous horror stories of death-dealing carcinogens saturating 
everything we eat, drink, and breathe are daily being proven by hard science to be pure bunk. 
Contrary to the perfervid rantings of the green Luddites and their propagandists in the 
Establishment media, we are not destroying Mother Earth and poisoning ourselves to death with 
pollution. 

Yes, pollution exists. Always has, always will. It is an inevitable result of human activity. 
(And not only of human activity, but of nature itself.) Nobody wants dirty air and foul water. The 
crucial question is what is the best path for human societies to take in pursuit of optimal 
environmental conditions, as well as other equally important objectives, such as economic and 
technologic development. 

There will always be trade-offs, but, fortunately, these various objectives are not 
mutually exclusive. We need not impoverish ourselves by rejecting industrial-technological 
development for false "back to nature" solutions, nor repudiate individual freedom by embracing 
Big Brother statism to protect us from ourselves, as the eco-utopians propose. In fact, the myriad 
advances of modern science and technology, and the Western, Judeo-Christian, capitalist, 
industrial system that produced these advances, have proven to be a tremendous boon to both 
man and nature. On the other hand, the socialist models advocated by the self-annointed 
"environmentalists" have proven to be colossal catastrophes for both humans and the 
environment. 

Cool, Clear Water 

According to Dr. Bruce N. Ames, "There is no persuasive evidence from either 
epidemiology or toxicology that water pollution or pesticide residues are a significant cause of 
cancer." Moreover, says the inventor of the Ames Test, one of the most widely used tests in 
carcinogen research, pollution of all kinds -- air, water, food -- "is probably almost irrelevant to 
causes of cancer and birth defects." This is so, he and many other scientists have repeatedly 
pointed out, because 99.99 percent of the toxins and carcinogens we ingest, drink, and inhale are 
natural ones we consume voluntarily through habits (such as smoking or chewing tobacco) and 
our choices of foods and beverages. But media overkill on dramatically exaggerated hypothetical 
cancer risks has given people the opposite impression. "The public has been inundated with 
stories in newspapers for the last 15 years about toxic waste dumps and all," says Ames, "and all 
of the supposed risk is based on really very flimsy evidence." 

But scientific evidence, or lack thereof, has never stopped the Green Lobby, its adherents 
in Congress, or the EPA regulators from foisting destructive mandates on the American people. 
Consider, for example, the plight of the people of Columbus, Ohio. Last year a committee 
headed by Columbus Assistant Health Commissioner Michael J. Pompili completed an 
exhaustive study of the city's costs of complying with state and federal environmental 
regulations. The total price tag is staggering: $1.3 billion to $1.6 billion over the next ten years. 
"Some perspective on the magnitude of these costs can be gained by realizing that the entire city 
budget for 1991 is $591 million," said the Pompili report. According to the study, most of the 
mandated costs will go for compliance With the Safe Drinking Water Act ($110 million) and the 
Clean Water Act ($770 million). For this massive expenditure the people of Columbus will 
receive no known benefits. The inhabitants of hundreds of other towns and cities are in the same 
boat. 

The people of Anchorage, Alaska, for instance, have reason to worry that the EPA may 
require them to build a secondary sewage treatment plant that would clobber them with $135 
million in capital costs and an additional $5 million to $6 million annually in operating costs. 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


Currently, under a waiver of Section 301(h) of the federal Clean Water Act, Anchorage is 
allowed to discharge its primary treatment sewage into Cook Inlet. Mark C. Premo, general 
manager of the Anchorage Water and Wastewater Utility, told THE NEW AMERICAN, "We 
have completed five years of testing and sampling of the Cook Inlet water and bottom sediments, 
at a cost of about $1 million, and have found no negative impact whatsoever. There is certainly 
no environmental benefit to be gained to justify these large expenditures [for a secondary plant]." 

Lima, Ohio is another typical case. Accuracy In Media (AIM) reports that the city and its 
industries "have already spent $80 million for waste water treatment plants since passage of the 
1972 Clean Water Act." New edicts "will cost the City of Lima $63 million in new capital 
outlays and its 60 affected industries ... another $71 million, for a total of $134 million." 
According to AIM, "The average household [in Lima] now has annual sewage charges totaling 
$207; these will more than triple, to approximately $750. The annual bill for a large industrial 
user will increase from $102,000 to $383,000." Lima's mayor, David J. Berger, has 
denounced the EPA plan as unscientific, "deliberately ill-focused," and "a fundamentally hostile 
and exceedingly dangerous and costly program." 

Free To Breathe? 

Passed ostensibly to reduce urban smog and acid rain (see Acid Rain article, page 15), the 
1990 Clean Air Act will do neither. In fact, it will almost certainly stifle progress on emissions 
reductions from both stationary and mobile sources. 

In a special report, The Truth About Ozone and Urban Smog, published by the Cato 
Institute in February 1992, air quality expert K.H. Jones revealed the incredible campaign of 
distortion and disinformation waged by the EPA to win support for the 1990 Clean Air Act. In 
August 1988, the EPA, for the first time since it began collecting nationwide air quality data, 
released preliminary urban ozone (smog) data before the official end of the ozone-monitoring 
period. Why? Because the summer of 1988 had been among the hottest two or three summers in 
the past 25 years. As such, it had produced abnormally high ozone levels that contradicted the 
true downward ozone trend during the 1980s. (Urban smog, or ozone pollution, is created by the 
interaction of sunlight on automotive and industrial emissions.) The EPA exploited the 1988 
highs to falsely show a nationwide upward trend during the 1980s. 

It is worth noting that even the atypical and "alarming" ozone levels of 1988 were really 
nothing to fret about and wouldn't justify the oppressive measures written into the new law. K.H. 
Jones notes that "the health effects of ozone pollution have been studied extensively over the past 
20 years. Epidemiological studies have failed to demonstrate any chronic health effects." The 
EPA itself in 1986 acknowledged that "reported effects on the incidence of acute respiratory 
illness ... are not clearly related with acute exposure to ambient ozone or oxidants and, therefore, 
are not useful for deriving health effects criteria for standard-setting purposes. Likewise, no 
convincing association has been demonstrated between daily mortality and daily oxidant 
concentrations." 

But don't think that means the EPA bureaucrats might cut us a little slack. Not a chance. 
They're coming on like gangbusters. The EPA, says Jones, "has purposely and cynically misled 
the nation about the true extent of urban smog. The price of the EPA's misrepresentation will be 
paid by the American people, who will unnecessarily spend billions of dollars and possibly 
sacrifice tens of thousands of jobs to solve a problem that exists only in the minds of EPA 
bureaucrats and environmental advocacy groups." 

The new law is a bonanza to both the government and the Green activists. The 
bureaucrats get to regulate and mandate virtually everything -- from motor vehicle emissions, 
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fuel formulation, and transportation controls to fireplace use, small-and large-scale industrial 
emissions, CFC production, and new car technologies. The greenies get nearly 800 pages of new 
laws filled with regulations and deadlines (with plenty of deliberately vague wording) that they 
can use to launch an endless torrent of lawsuits against new developments and existing 
businesses. 

Dirtier Air 

Many experts have pointed out counterproductive features of the Clean Air Act that, 
ironically, will most likely result in dirtier air. The costs of compliance, for instance, will help 
prolong the recession and raise the cost of new cars by $400 to $1,000. While raising the cost of 
U.S. cars by at least $9 billion a year, the new auto emission standards will cut smog less than 
0.5 percent, if even that much. And since fewer Americans will be able to afford new cars, the 
older cars responsible for most of the smog will stay on the road longer. 

The late Warren Brookes observed last year that "suspending the 1990 Clean Air Act 
would have no measurable effect on human health or the ecology. Indeed, by speeding up new 
car buying, it could actually produce cleaner air." Unfortunately, the rich and powerful 
environmental lobby is pushing in the opposite direction, ramming through even more draconian 
legislation at the state and local levels. Eleven states -- New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, 
Massachusetts, Virginia, Delaware, Maryland, New Hampshire, Maine, Rhode Island, and 
Vermont, as well as the District of Columbia, have already announced that they will adopt the 
more stringent California auto emission standards, making them nearly 50 percent stricter than 
the federal Clean Air Act requires. This would extend the California standards, the toughest on 
the planet, to cover more than one third of the U.S. population and about half of the U.S. car 
market. 

Unless state legislators and members of Congress start getting a very loud wake-up call 
now -- as well as in the November elections -- from angry constituents, they will take the entire 
country down the same socialist path that has wrecked the once flourishing economy of the 
Golden State. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


THE LAW Net Loss of 
Freedom 

Environmental regulation is a major burden on large corporations, but its effect on private 
individuals can be catastrophic. Consider the case of John Pozsgai, a 59-year-old self-employed 
mechanic who immigrated to the U.S. from Hungary in 1956. Pozsgai, who ran a truck repair 
shop out of a small garage behind his home in an urban area of Morrisville, Pennsylvania, bought 
a 14-acre lot across the street to build a repair shop. The lot, which bordered a tire dealership and 
an auto salvage yard, was adjacent to a small -- usually dry -- streambed which had been used as 
an illegal dump for 20 years and was littered with rusting car parts and thousands of old tires. 

No Permit Needed 

Pozsgai cleared the lot, removed the tires, which had caused the stream to back up 
occasionally, and began to spread clean fill dirt on the property, a project for which state officials 
told Pozsgai he needed no permit. The property is not a marsh, swamp, or bog, and it was not 
listed as a wetland on the National Wetland Inventory Map. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
however, decided that, because of the presence on the lot of such common vegetation as "skunk 
cabbage" and "sweet gum trees," part of it constituted a wetland. 

The EPA obtained a restraining order to prevent the deposit of the fill, and Pozsgai 
immediately erected barricades to keep out the trucks of the local contractors who had been 
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dumping the fill dirt at his request. Several trucks, however, were filmed over the next few days 
entering the property and dumping clean fill. Shortly thereafter, federal agents arrested Pozsgai 
at his home, led him away in handcuffs, and booked him. He was indicted on 41 counts of 

violating the Clean Water Act by allowing the fill to be placed on his property without a permit. 

Pozsgai was convicted on all counts of violating the Act by discharging "pollutants" into 
"navigable waters" of the United States. The term, "wetlands" is not even in the Act. U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers regulations define "waters of the United States" as "[a]ll waters which are 
currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign 
commerce ... tributaries [of such waters] ... [and] wetlands adjacent to [such] waters." 

Pozsgai was sentenced to three years' imprisonment, as well as five years' probation. On 
some of the counts which occurred after the new federal Sentencing Guidelines took effect, 
Pozsgai was sentenced concurrently to a total of 27 months, which is the equivalent of an 
81-month sentence under the old guidelines which, unlike the new, permitted parole after serving 
one-third of the sentence. Pozsgai was also ordered to restore the property unless he received an 
after-the-fact permit. And he was ordered to pay a special assessment of $202,000. 

Pozsgai had a gross income of approximately $20,000 a year, no savings, and a negative 
net worth. His sentence, according to Paul Kamenar of the Washington Legal Foundation, was 
"the longest unsuspended jail term imposed in the history of the United States for any 
environmental crime, including the dumping of extremely toxic and hazardous wastes and where 
people were even injured and killed." His fine, says Kamenar, was "the largest fine ever imposed 
in the history of the United States by several fold on an individual for an environmental crime...." 

The Third Circuit Court summarily affirmed the conviction and sentence without even 
allowing oral argument. The Supreme Court of the United States summarily declined to review 
the case. 

Basis of the Case 

The government's case against Pozsgai depended entirely on its claim that his lot was 
federally protected because the little stream on its boundary was tributary of the nearby 
Pennsylvania Canal and that the Canal itself was used for interstate commerce. Without those 
two elements the federal courts would have no jurisdiction over the case. At Kamenar's 
insistence, Solicitor General Kenneth Starr admitted in his Supreme Court brief that the 
government was wrong when it argued in the Third Circuit that aerial photographs showed the 
stream flowing into the Canal, that no direct evidence was introduced that the Canal was ever 
used in interstate commerce, and that the District Court may have mistakenly thought it was 
required to impose at least a $200,000 fine. 

Paul Kamenar, who deserves a medal for his work on this case, has petitioned President 
Bush for commutation of Pozsgai's sentence and remission of his fine. But you should not hold 
your breath waiting for clemency to be extended to this refugee of communist tyranny. As the 
prosecutor said in arguing that he should be given a stiff sentence, "A message must be sent to all 
land owners, the corporations [and] the developers of this country" that light sentences for 
environmental crimes are a thing of the past. The prosecutor relied on President Bush's 1988 
campaign promise that there would be "no net loss of wetlands" in his Administration. Only a 
loss of freedom. 

-- CHARLES E. RICE 


Readers wishing to express support for the commutation of John Pozsgai's sentence and 
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Totalitarians of all varieties have always coveted the power to reshape mankind in 
conformity with this or that ideological model. In a 1976 Reader's Digest article, environmental 
advocate and Establishment Insider Laurance Rockefeller declared that either through voluntary 
discipline or through state compulsion, human society would have to be reconstructed. 
Rockefeller cited "the distinguished economist" Robert Heilbroner, who was "pessimistic" about 
the ability of a capitalist society "to impose the discipline necessary to survive in a world of 
scarcity." This led Rockefeller to predict that "authoritarian controls" could be necessary to "save 
the earth." It is not insignificant that at the time Rockefeller was seeking wisdom from 
Heilbroner, the economist was praising the Cambodian Khmer Rouge as the architects of an 
enlightened new community. 

Fountain of Eco-Babble 

One need not rummage through the rhetoric of "fringe" environmentalists to find usefully 
candid pronouncements. Senator Albert Gore (D-TN), who will lead America's congressional 
delegation to the Earth Summit, has become a fountain of eco-babble. In his new book Earth In 
The Balance: Ecology and the Human Spirit, Gore reiterates the fundamental totalitarian idea 
that human society must be reconstructed: "Each of us must take a hard look at the habits of 
mind and action that reflect -- and have led to -- this grave crisis." Of course, those habits will be 
broken by compulsion if they aren't willingly abandoned: Gore's book calls for a multinational 
"Global Marshall Plan" under which an ecological elite would preside over global redistribution 
of wealth, global industrial policy, and a global program of drastic population control. 

There are few disagreements between Gore -- an apparently respectable U.S. senator -- 
and "fringe" environmental groups. A similar identity of views exists between the Green 
Network and William Reilly of the Environmental Protection Agency. 

In last fall's debut issue of Domestic Affairs magazine, Reilly outlined a vision of 
"pollution prevention," under which any potentially harmful chemical would be banned and any 
potentially harmful industrial process would be restricted. Reilly explained that it was his 
intention to "meet the malady on its way" and to "break down the special interest barriers that 
previously have impeded the development of pollution-prevention and risk-reduction 
strategies..." That is, Reilly would have the EPA govern America. 

Emerging Eco-Dictatorship 

The EPA is just a subsidiary of an emerging global eco-dictatorship. Since the UN 
Stockholm Conference on the environment in 1972, the number of national environmental 
agencies throughout the world has increased from ten in 1972 to 160 in 1991. These agencies are 
the skeleton of a global environmental enforcement agency, which could soon be fleshed out 
with enforcement powers and a transnational eco-police force modeled after the UN 
"peacekeeping" forces. 

Writing in the New York Times on February 7, 1990, Council on Foreign Relations 
member Elliot Richardson explained that environmental efforts will yield few benefits in the 
absence of "an institutional mechanism to develop, institute, and enforce regulations across 
national boundaries." That institutional mechanism may emerge from the Earth Summit, at 
which an "Earth Charter" will be submitted for ratification. That charter, a preliminary draft of 
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which was published in the April 5th New York Times, will extend the "peacekeeping" powers 
of the UN to the task of "protecting the global environment." 

Under the UN eco-dictatorship, environmental police would wear green helmets 
embossed with the UN insignia. Frederico Mayor Zaragoza, director general of UNESCO, gave a 
1989 speech in Belgium in which he declared, "The environment has to be addressed through 
global measures, but you need ways of enforcing them." Zaragoza suggested the creation of a 
UN "Green Force" that would put teeth in UN directives. Zaragoza's proposal was sustained and 
expanded in the April 20th issue of The Nation by Hermann Scheer, a member of the German 
Parliament. Scheer recommends not only the creation of "Green Helmet Forces," but also the 
establishment of an "Environmental Security Council" and the conversion of the Strategic 
Defense Initiative into a "Solar Development Initiatives" program, presumably under UN 
control. In this connection it may be significant that the National Security Council is the 
coordinating agency for U.S. government involvement in the Earth Summit. 

People as Pests 

For the Greens, the global environmental problem begins and ends with Homo Sapiens: 
There are too many of them, and they have a lust for freedom and a nasty tendency toward 
technical innovation. The more of them there are, the more pollution there is. And the more 
highly developed they become, the more resources they consume. A primary task of the Green 
Regime, therefore, is to curb population growth by whatever means necessary. 

Last October 21st, a meeting took place in London among three environmental groups: 
the United Nations Environmental Program, the World Conservation Union, and the Worldwide 
Fund for Nature. At this meeting it was estimated that 186 million couples worldwide must be 
using contraception by the end of the century. Thus was reiterated an objective declared at the 
UN Conference in Amsterdam in 1989, in which 80 countries (including the U.S.) agreed to the 
"basic goal of access to birth control for everyone on the planet." 

For "access to birth control," we may read "UN-imposed responsibility to limit family 
size." In his influential essay "The Tragedy of the Commons," biology professor Garrett Hardin 
observed, "It is a mistake to think that we can control the breeding of mankind in the long run by 
an appeal to the conscience." Hardin became more explicit in the article and summarized, "The 
only way we can preserve and nurture other and more precious freedoms is by relinquishing the 
freedom to breed, and that very soon." Hardin's essay, which appeared originally in the 
December 13, 1968 issue of Science magazine, was considered so significant by environmental 
leaders that it was incorporated into The Environmental Handbook, which served as a manifesto 
for the original Earth Day in 1970. 

The UN is broadly congenial to the use of compulsion by governments seeking to impose 
strict limits on family size. Nails Sadik, executive director of the UN Population Fund (UNPF), 
has consistently defended the Chinese population control regime, which uses mandatory abortion 
and sterilization, female infanticide, and expropriation of uncooperative parents to compel 
compliance with strict population limits. In his latest book, The Population Explosion, anti-natal 
crusader Paul Ehrlich also praises the Chinese program, but expresses doubts that it goes far 
enough. Ehrlich would impose a China-style population program through a "global commons 
regime" supervised by the UN. In his earlier work The Population Bomb, Ehrlich suggested that 
"some sort of compulsory birth regulation would be necessary .... One plan often mentioned 
involves the addition of temporary sterilants to water supplies or staple food. Doses of the 
antidote would be carefully rationed by the government to produce the desired population size." 

There is reason to believe that anti-population activists have been more successful than 
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most realize in limiting population. In her book Trashing the Planet, Dr. Dixy Lee Ray recalls 
the introduction of DDT, the success with which it was employed in combatting malaria, and the 
chemical's withdrawal from the market as a result of anti-pesticide hysteria. Ray -- a sober, 
scrupulous commentator -- suggests that population concerns contributed to DDT's demise: "Was 
the prospect of more people living better also anathema to the population-control and 
zero-growth organizations? There is some reason to believe so." 

A footnote in Ray's book directs the reader to two fascinating quotes. Anti-population 
activist Lamont Cole was quoted as saying, "To feed a starving child is to exacerbate the world 
population problem." Charles Wursta, chief scientist for the Environmental Defense Fund, said 
of the ban on DDT, "This is as good a way to get rid of them as any." "Them" refers to "all those 
little brown people in poor countries." 

Of course, the primary target of the anti-natal movement is population growth in 
America. In Earth Day -- The Beginning, a "survival guide" published in 1970, David Brower 
declared, "That's the first thing to do -- start controlling the population in affluent white America, 
where a child born to a white American will use about fifty times the resources of a child born in 
the black ghetto." 

Against Freedom of Movement 

The Green movement is implacably hostile to the automobile, which is presented as the 
bane of the environment. The automobile also symbolizes technical advancement and personal 
autonomy -- two things that set the Greens' teeth on edge. Not surprisingly, Paul Ehrlich is also 
an advocate of severe taxes on gasoline. Speaking at a 1989 environmental symposium at the 
Smithsonian Institution (funding for the symposium was provided by the Ford, Rockefeller, and 
Carnegie Foundations), Ehrlich recommended that the government tax the price of gas up to 
$2.30 a gallon. S. Fred Singer, a professor of environmental science at the University of Virginia, 
believes, "The main goal of UNCED [the Earth Summit] would be for industrialized nations to 
levy a huge tax on fuels, with the proceeds transferred through a new UN bureaucracy to the 
governments (and privileged classes) of less-developed countries. Overnight, U.S. consumers 
could see gasoline and electricity double in price, and the U.S. economy, already moving at a 
snail's pace, would grind to a halt -- exactly what some radical environmental groups are hoping 
for. Growth and development are anathema to their plans." 

The emerging Green Regime is indefatigably hostile to human creativity and freedom. Its 
philosophy was captured in an utterance by former Kansas Senator James B. Pearson in 1970: 
"Profits must be cut, comforts reduced, taxes raised, sacrifices endured." This statement from a 
"respectable" Republican harmonizes with an April 1990 mailing from Greenpeace in which the 
group execrated the "savage capitalism practiced by the U.S." and urged a new "social order" as 
an alternative to "earth-strangling rogue consumerism." 

The Earth Summit will represent at least a partial consummation of the vision set forth by 
globalist Norman Cousins on Earth Day, 1970: "Humanity needs a world order. The fully 
sovereign nation is incapable of dealing with the poisoning of the environment .... The 
management of the planet, therefore -- whether we are talking about the need to prevent war or 
the need to prevent ultimate damage to the conditions of life -- requires a world government." 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


THE GREEN REGIME Pressure from Above 
and Below 

For the past few years, the media and the popular culture have been saturated with images 
of "earthconscious" people laboring on behalf of the environment. Schoolchildren are spoon-fed 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


eco-dogma and taught that activities like recycling are civic sacraments. Many consumer goods 
are now marketed as "earth-friendly." To the casual observer the rage for environmental 
correctness may appear to be a spontaneous efflorescence of goodwill toward the planet. But 
mass environmental activism is carefully orchestrated: It has all of the spontaneous passion of a 
"love" scene in a pornographic film. "Environmental awareness" is being cultivated by a network 
of Establishment-sponsored groups looking to harvest a bumper crop of environmental 
regulations. 

Classic Scissors Strategy 

Preparations for the United Nations Conference on Economics and Development 
(UNCED or the Earth Summit) have produced a museum-piece exhibit of what has been called 
the "scissors strategy": pressure from below, pressure from above. By fostering a sense of 
environmental panic, environmental groups (the pressure from below) are preparing the public to 
accept draconian measures that will limit economic growth, curtail personal liberties, and destroy 
America's sovereignty. The "pressure from above" provides generous financial aid and 
institutional assistance to the environmental pressure groups from Establishment entities -- 
tax-exempt foundations, industrial interests, and UN agencies. 

Most of the organizations that are shepherding America into a planetary eco-dictatorship 
are completely unaccountable. Six "Non-Governmental Organizations" (NGOs) -- the Natural 
Resources Defense Council, the Sierra Club, the Environmental Defense Fund, the National 
Audubon Society, the National Wildlife Federation, and Friends of the Earth -- have formed the 
Consortium for Action to Protect the Earth '92 (CAPE '92). The CAPE '92 organization could be 
considered the lineal descendant of the "Environmental Task Force," which was assembled in the 
mid-1970s with the aid of the Rockefeller Brothers Fund. Most of the CAPE '92 organizations 
had previously belonged to the Rockefeller Task Force. 

In 1977 the Task Force published The Unfinished Agenda, a "consensus document" 
intended as a blueprint for global environmental policies. Included in that agenda were such 
proposals as population control (using abortion and sterilization), redistribution of the world's 
food supplies through a transnational food cartel, the adoption of national water distribution 
policies, severe taxes on gasoline and other disincentives for automobile ownership, and 
recycling surcharges on consumer items. The report also recommended the appointment of a 
three-person "Economic Planning Board" that would preside over America's economy; the board 
would be appointed, not elected. 

The groups that graduated from the Rockefeller Task Force to CAPE '92 are no longer 
confined to a hortatory role: They can now indulge their dictatorial impulses through institutional 
links with government. According to the Earth Summit "Introductory Guide" published by the 
UNCED preparatory committee, "CAPE '92's efforts focus on directly affecting the Earth 
Summit process by preparing position papers, educating congressional staff and the 
Administration on issues, and collaborating with the many other organizations working on 
UNCED." 

NGOs from America and other countries have actually negotiated treaties that will be 
presented for ratification by national leaders at the Earth Summit. The global NGO network 
could almost qualify as a stand-alone legislative body. The March 25th UNCED newsletter 
observed, "The [NGO] treaties are meant to be new models for agreements unlike traditional 
treaties. NGOs which sign on are committing themselves with the other signatories to achieve 
the goals of each treaty." Hilary French of the Worldwatch Institute describes NGOs as 
"far-flung organizations responsive to global constituencies rather than to parochial national 
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interests"; of course, no NGO is accountable to its "constituency." Nevertheless, some NGO 
spokesmen candidly assert that they are in charge. Juni Kalaw of the Green Forum in the 
Philippines has declared, "Let's write our own treaties, our own agreements, and let the 
governments and the UN follow." 

The NRDC as a Model 

An examination or' the background and activities of the Natural Resources Defense 
Council (NRDC) yields insights about the activities and function of NGOs. The NRDC is 
perhaps the most influential of the organizations found under the mantle of CAPE '92. Paul J. 
Allen, NRDC's director of communications, has explained that the group was rounded in 1969 
when two groups of lawyers -- "One made up of recent graduates from Yale and Harvard Law 
Schools and the other of 'Establishment' lawyers from New York City" -- were married through a 
grant from the Ford Foundation. Presently the NRDC has a 150-member staff, a 40member 
board of trustees, and a lay membership of about 65,000. As of 1990 the NRDC's annual budget 
was $16 million, and more than 150 foundations were providing financial support for the group's 
activities. 

Those activities exemplify the "scissors strategy" in action. According to Allen, "The 
organization, which began with a staff of attorneys, has expanded to include many in-house 
scientific experts who lobby for effective environmental laws, hound the bureaucracy to 
implement them faithfully, and go to court if they do not." 

The two "big ticket" items driving support for the Earth Summit are "global warming" 
and "ozone depletion"; predictably, the NRDC helped create both of these hoaxes. In 1988, the 
group established the Atmospheric Protection Initiative, which hectors Congress and state 
governments to enact exaggerated energy efficiency standards for lighting, vehicles, and 
insulation. The NRDC also works with multilateral development banks to "ensure that Third 
World development projects consider energy-efficiency measures and protect the forests that 
absorb carbon dioxide emissions." 

Allen also proudly declares, "NRDC's clean air staff were the first to recognize and take 
action against the global atmospheric threats of chlorofluorocarbons." An NRDC lawsuit in 1978 
"compelled" the U.S. government to ban the use of CFCs as an aerosol propellant. Another 
NRDC court victory in 1986 "forced" the EPA to restrict other uses of CFCs. Under the "threat" 
of yet another NRDC lawsuit in 1989, the EPA agreed to issue yet another set of restrictions on 
"ozone-depleting" chemicals. 

The NRDC also pioneered the cancer scare. In 1976 the group published an article 
entitled, "Is Cancer the Price of Technological Advancement'?" This seminal article suggested 
that man's industrial accomplishments, rather than natural processes, is responsible for most 
cancer risks. Since 1976, the nongovernmental NRDC and the governmental EPA have been 
involved in an intricate regulatory ballet: The NRDC generates public anxiety about a "cancer 
risk" (Alar, asbestos, radon), paving the way for the EPA to enact scientifically untenable 
policies to "eliminate" the alleged risk. 

Strange Bedfellows 

Like the NRDC, the other CAPE '92 organizations are well-funded and wellconnected. 
Some of the groups are entangled in some apparently improbable alliances. For example, the July 
20, 1975 Los Angeles Times reported that the Sierra Club had investments in Exxon, General 
Motors, and other industrial interests frequently execrated as polluters. Dow Chemical, Mobil, 
Dupont, Monsanto, Weyerhauser, and other major corporations continue to finance 
environmental groups. 
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In a February 1976 Reader's Digest article entitled "The Case for a Simpler Lifestyle," 
industrial oligarch Laurance Rockefeller urged Americans to downscale their lifestyle in 
accordance with environmental dogmas. This admonition came coupled with an unmistakable 
threat: "If we do not follow [a new pattern of living] voluntarily and democratically, it may be 
forced upon us. Some economists and analysts argue that, if we continue consuming resources as 
we are now, the only way to bring about a balance between demand and supply will be through 
authoritarian controls." 

Large business interests are using connections with the Green Lobby as a means of 
participating in the formulation of authoritarian controls. Last July the Bush Administration 
assembled a "Presidential Commission of Environmental Quality," in which business interests 
like Chevron work together with lobbies like the Environmental Defense Fund. This collusion 
will produce regulatory recommendations that will satisfy the ideological desires of 
environmentalists while raising the entry cost of small, competitive businesses -- the latter end 
being a boon to larger industrial concerns. 

Both the entertainment and "news" media work closely with the Green Lobby. Last 
October Ist, the Environmental Media Association (EMA) held a celebrity awards banquet in 
Hollywood. Movie and television programs were cited for environmentally correct messages, 
and $500,000 was raised to sustain the Green Lobby's agenda. Serving as Mistress of 
Ceremonies was television "journalist" Diane Sawyer, who declared, "Our two worlds [1.e., 
entertainment and news] are joined at some very bulging hips .... In the view of most journalists, 
what we've been able to do is a failure. All of you can do it so much better than we can." 

The Green Lobby/media axis can do more than just influence the content of 
entertainment. In February 1990 a coalition of six environmental groups (including, of course, 
representatives of the National Wildlife Fund and other CAPE '92 organizations) held a news 
conference to designate then White House Chief of Staff John Sununu the "nation's chief 
environmental foe." The attack received ample front-page coverage in the Washington Post -- 
which paper is a corporate sponsor of the National Wildlife Federation. The Post later reported 
details about Sununu's use of government planes and automobiles for personal trips and led the 
media crusade that climaxed with Sununu's resignation. In this fashion the White House was 
cleansed of the most significant critic of the Green Lobby. 

Points of Contact 

The U.S. Council on Environmental Quality, the EPA, the Agency for International 
Development, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration all have UNCED 
coordinators and will provide technical assistance at the Earth Summit. Twenty-seven other 
federal agencies also have "points of contact" with UNCED. The U.S. government's involvement 
in UNCED is supervised by the UNCED Working Group of the Policy Coordinating Committee 
of the National Security Council. Accordingly, the work of binding America to the decisions 
made at the Earth Summit will proceed with or without the explicit approval of President Bush. 

Even as the work of UNCED proceeds through the NGOs, the media and the U.S. 
government, the "U.S. Citizens Network on UNCED" will continue to provide "pressure from 
below." As of April 9th, the Citizens Network directory included church organizations, 
university associations (such as the Association of Big Eight Universities), business interests 
(like California Steel Industries, Inc.), and hard-line ecosocialist groups. 

In tyrannical regimes throughout history -- in ancient Rome, Fascist Italy, and in the 
communist world -- ruling elites have used plebiscitary democracy to generate "spontaneous" 
support among the masses for rulers' decisions. 
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The NGO network and the UNCED Citizens Network are energetically constructing a 
global plebiscitary dictatorship. 
-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


UN EARTH SUMMIT Rio 
and Beyond 

Critics of the approaching United Nations "Earth Summit" in Brazil have characterized it 
as an "environmental Woodstock," while supporters have cast it as "humankind's last chance to 
save the planet." Others see it as little more than a photo opportunity for green-posturing 
politicians and heads of state or a global confab for environmentalist windbaggery. 

That the much-ballyhooed summit, known officially as the United Nations Conference on 
Environment and Development (UNCED), will provide an unprecedented global media platform 
for militant anti-capitalist, anti-American eco-propaganda goes without saying. The UNCED 
Preparatory Committee (Prep-Com) sessions over the past two years have produced such a 
stream of heated fulminations directed at America's alleged crimes against the environment that 
their hysterical predictions on global warming have nearly become self-fulfilling prophesies. But 
if the great gathering of the greenies in Rio de Janeiro during the first two weeks of June were 
only about Sierra clubbers, socialists, and third world malcontents venting hot air and appealing 
for a new "Earth Ethic," there would be little cause for serious concern. 

Not Just a Media Event 

However, the Earth Summit is much, much more than a grandiose media event for 
Disaster Lobby International and the Worldwide Church of Green Theology. The summit 
planners have a full-plate agenda of concrete objectives that present a clear and present danger 
not only to Americans but to every inhabitant of planet earth. Media attention thus far has 
focused primarily on progress toward completion of UN agreements on global warming, ozone 
depletion, and a so-called "Earth Charter," a statement of principles on environmental and 
economic issues. But that doesn't begin to scratch the surface of what the globalists have planned 
for Rio and beyond. 

Over the past two years, Prep-Com Working Groups have been busily working on 
international treaties, agreements, and programs dealing with "sustainable development," 
"biodiversity," oceans, coastal waters, fresh waters, air, land-use laws, sewage, hazardous waste, 
solid waste, population growth, consumption patterns, biotechnology, forests, deserts, mountains, 
women, children, AIDS, technological and economic aid from people of the North to those in the 
South, transportation, energy, health care, housing, taxation -and on, ad infinitum. There is 
virtually no area of human activity or environmental concern that they have not arrogated as their 
own to plan, supervise, regulate, and control. 

Who are the "they" who are doing all this planning? Besides the hordes of UN 
bureaucrats, there is an army of ecology "experts" from Greenpeace, the Sierra Club, Friends of 
the Earth, Environmental Defense Fund, Natural Resources Defense Council, Nature 
Conservancy, Planned Parenthood, Zero Population Growth, National Wildlife Federation, 
United World Federalists, Worldwatch Institute, National Organization of Women, World 
Council of Churches, Socialist International Women, and literally hundreds more of what the UN 
calls NGO's (non-governmental organizations). 

Then there are the politicians and their retinues. The anticipated attendance of presidents, 
premiers, and potentates from 160 countries will not only add tremendous propaganda value, but, 
more importantly, enormous political muscle, to the effort to establish a nascent planetary 
dictatorship under the guise of environmental stewardship. President Bush, after playing coy for 
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the past several months about attending the Rio conference, announced on May 12th that he 
would make the trip. 

His attendance was never really in doubt. The "environmental president" knows only too 
well that the UNCED confabulation and the programs launched there are of strategic importance 
to the realization of the new world order he heralded so loudly during the heady days of the Gulf 
War. But widespread criticism of his preoccupation with foreign policy, and lack of concern for 
domestic affairs during a crushing recession, caused the Administration to publicly back off from 
the Rio earthfest and even to play foot-dragging critic to the Prep-Com proceedings. 

The environmental lobby and the media have made much of the Bush Administration's 
opposition to the European proposal on global warming that sets timetables for stabilizing and 
reducing carbon dioxide and other "greenhouse gases." But Insiders know it is nothing more than 
shadow boxing and positioning. By establishing himself as the leading opponent of the summit's 
excesses, he will be better able to deflect criticism of the final "compromise." His watereddown 
alternative emissions proposal introduced at the UN on May Ist is being held out as a victory for 
America's interests. But like virtually all of the multilateral treaties to which our leaders have 
made us party over the past few decades, it will serve as a base platform that subsequent 
conventions and agreements can ratchet ever upward, steadily eroding our ability to dissent from 
world opinion. 

The New Enemy 

The "end" of the Evil Empire and the concomitant lessening of the threat of a nuclear 
Armaggedon necessitated a new, planet-threatening menace to justify continued calls for 
one-world governance and expansion of United Nations Organization authority. Global 
environmental deterioration is the new scourge that has been chosen to frighten us into a world 
dictatorship. 

Conservative and free market critics of the Rio summit have tended to focus on the 
inflammatory socialist rhetoric and the involvement of so many professional environmental 
activists in planning the proceedings. However, what is far more important, but little noted by 
most critics, is the dominance of the whole affair by the internationalist banking/big 
business/media/public policy elites of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) and Trilateral 
Commission (TC), the most visible manifestations of what has been called the Establishment. 
Talk of such things is quickly brushed aside as "conspiracy paranoia" by "responsible" 
conservatives who reject out-of-hand any evidence supporting this thesis. But in this case the 
evidence is too overwhelming to ignore. 

The radical environmentalist, collectivist UN bureaucrats, and socialist political leaders 
who have dominated the spotlight with their anti-U.S., global doom, wealth distribution, 
save-the-earth appeals would be of little consequence without the enormous financial, political, 
logistical, commercial, and technical support they receive from the Establishment they pretend to 
oppose. 

Take Maurice Strong, for instance, the Canadian socialist who serves as secretary-general 
of UNCED and rants that "the United States is clearly the greatest risk" to the world's ecological 
health. In an UNCED report issued last August, Strong wrote: "It is clear that current lifestyles 
and consumption patterns of the affluent middle-class ... involving high meat intake, 
consumption of large amounts of frozen and 'convenience' foods, ownership of motor-vehicles, 
numerous electric household appliances, home and workplace airconditioning ... suburban 
housing ... are not sustainable." Comrade Maurice insisted that a shift is necessary "towards 
lifestyles ... less geared to ... environmentally damaging consumption patterns." Of course, when 
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Strong talks about "damaging consumption patterns" he exempts his own globe-hopping, 
champagne and caviar lifestyle and that of good friends like David Rockefeller. 

David Rockefeller? Yes, that pillar of international banking and leading Insider of both 
the CFR and Trilateral elites. In the recently published Trilateral Commission book, Beyond 
Interdependence: The Meshing of the World's Economy and the Earth's Ecology, by Jim 
MacNeill, Peter Winsemius and Taizo Yakushiji, Rockefeller (TC North American Chairman) 
pens the foreword and Strong provides the book's introduction. "This book couldn't appear at a 
better time, with the preparation for the Earth Summit moving into high gear," says Strong. It 
will help guide what he says are "decisions that will literally determine the fate of the earth." 
According to Strong, Rio will "have the political capacity to produce the basic changes needed in 
our national and international economic agendas and in our institutions of governance...." In his 
estimation, "Beyond Interdependence provides the most compelling economic as well as 
environmental case for such reform that I have read." 

MacNeill and his co-authors advocate "a new global partnership expressed in a 
revitalized international system in which an Earth Council, perhaps the Security Council with a 
broader mandate, maintains the interlocked environmental and economic security of the planet." 
"The Earth Summit," write MacNeill et al, "will likely be the last chance for the world, in this 
century at least, to seriously address and arrest the accelerating environmental threats to 
economic development, national security, and human survival." That is the same apocalyptic 
theme that has been repeated innumerable times in environmental jeremiads by everyone from 
David Rockefeller, Henry Kissinger, and Helmut Kohl to Francois Mitrerand, Willy Brandt, 
Mikhail Gorbachev, Ted Turner, Jane Fonda, and Tom Hayden. And it is the same vision that is 
presented in Global Economics and the Environment: Toward Sustainable Rural Development 
In The Third World, another Insider summit guide published recently by the CFR. 

Is there another connection here between the socialist/communist Left and the 
corporate/banking capitalist elite? Indeed, there are many, and not just random connections. 
Read on and you may begin to understand that all the PrepCom meetings and negotiations are 
really just so much spectacle for public consumption. And the Rio gathering is more "consensus" 
sideshow to provide a fictive covering of planetary "democracy" for a program that was already 
worked out in detail by the oneworlders long ago. 

Another example? Consider Lester R. Brown (CFR), supposed anti-establishment 
eco-fanatic who heads the very influential Worldwatch Institute, one of the driving forces behind 
UNCED. His best-selling 1972 book, World Without Borders, proposesd a "world 
environmental agency" because "arresting the deterioration of the environment does not seem 
possible within the existing framework of independent nationstates." His superagency would first 
"assess the impact of man's various interventions in the environment," and then, "Once the 
necessary information and analysis is complete, tolerance levels can be established and translated 
into the necessary regulations of human economic activity." His books and statist solutions are 
hyped by the CFRdominated media and CFR academics, while the big CFR-controlled 
foundations shower his think tank with millions of dollars. 

New World Agenda 

"Building an environmentally sustainable future," Brown now says of the Earth Summit's 
mission, "requires nothing short of a revolution." This would involve "restructuring the global 
economy, dramatically changing human reproductive behavior [read: more abortion, 
sterilization, euthanasia] and altering values and lifestyles." 

In State of The World 1991, the annual doomsday report by the Worldwatch Institute, 
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Brown says that "the battle to save the planet will replace the battle over ideology as the 
organizing theme of the new world order." And with "the end of the ideological conflict that 
dominated a generation of international affairs, a new world order, shaped by a new agenda, will 
emerge." The world's agenda will, he informs us, "become more ecological than ideological." "In 
the new age," he notes in Shirley MacLaine-style jargon, "diplomacy will be more concerned 
with environmental security than with military security." How prescient! How did he know that a 
few months later the New York Times would be reporting favorably in an editorial ("The New 
World Army," March 6, 1992) that the UN "Security Council recently expanded the concept of 
threats to peace to include economic, social and ecological instability"? 

That's easy; it's the insider party line now. Writing in the March 17th issue of the New 
York Times, Ronald I. Spiers (CFR) says: "The Trusteeship Council should be changed from a 
body dealing with the vestiges of colonialism to one dealing with the environment, becoming in 
effect the trustee of the health of the planet." In an earlier example of this line (Sacramento Bee, 
November 14, 1989), the venerable CFR "wise man," George F. Kennan, the author of our cold 
war policy of containment against communism, explained that we are now "in an age where the 
great enemy is not the Soviet Union, but the rapid deterioration of our planet as a supporting 
structure for civilized life." According to Jessica Tuchman Mathews (CFR), vice president of the 
World Resources institute, "environmental imperatives are changing the concept of national 
sovereignty," and "interdependence" is "replacing the bipolar U.S.-U.S.S.R. axis around which 
nations used to array themselves." Moreover, "it is likely that international problem-solving in 
the decades ahead will for the first time depend on collective management, not hegemony. And it 
is to precisely this form of governance that global environmental problems will yield." It goes on 
and on, one Insider "expert" after another, like a broken record. 

Gorby Thinks Green 

Mikhail Gorbachev, darling of the new world order set, has learned the line well. 
Addressing the Global Forum in Moscow in 1990, he called for "ecologizing" society and said: 
"The ecological crisis we are experiencing today -- from ozone depletion to deforestation and 
disastrous air pollution -- is tragic but convincing proof that the world we all live in is 
interrelated and interdependent." This means, he continued, that "we need an appropriate 
international policy in the field of ecology. Only if we formulate such a policy shall we be able 
to avert catastrophe. True, the elaboration of such a policy poses unconventional and difficult 
problems that will affect the sovereignty of states." 

This is a theme which Gorbachev has returned to often, much to the approbation of the 
one-world Insiders. One of his biggest fans in this regard is New York Times columnist Flora 
Lewis (CFR), who is thrilled by his "plan for a global code of enviornmental conduct," which 
"would have an aspect of world government, because it would provide for the World Court to 
judge states..." 

To key Insider Richard N. Gardner (CFR), Gorbachev's proposals are "solid nuggets of 
policy that offer constructive opportunities for the West." Gardner, co-chair of a 
"Soviet-American working group on the U.N.," is one of those who have been tutoring 
Gorbachev and company in new world order politics. 

It was Gardner, you may recall, who penned the famous "Hard Road To World Order" 
article in the April 1974 issue of Foreign Affairs. One of the CFR's most open appeals to world 
government, that article called for building the "house of world order" through "an end run 
around national sovereignty, eroding it piece by piece." Moreover, it set out the CFR Insider 
plans for exploiting fears of environmental calamity as a vehicle for expanding the UN's power. 
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Gardner wrote: 

The next few years should see a continued strengthening of the new global and regional 

agencies charged with protecting the world's environment. In addition to 

comprehensive monitoring of the earth's air, water and soil and of the effects of 

pollutants on human health, we can look forward to new procedures to implement 

the principle of state responsibility for national actions that have transnational 

environmental consequences, probably including some kind of "international 

environmental impact statement." 

To any farmer, rancher, logger, miner, developer, businessman, or property owner, who 
has had to undergo the ordeal of attempting to comply with local, state, or federal environmental 
impact statements, the idea of a planetary EPA is a nightmare too horrible to contemplate. But to 
the one-world corporate statists who plan on being in control, it is a glorious vision of the future. 

Gardner was not indulging in idle speculation here, mind you. As we see from currently 
unfolding events, he was merely reporting on actual developments that he and his fellow world 
order architects had initiated and were nurturing along. There are many pieces of evidence that 
could be introduced to demonstrate that the entire environmentalist "movement" and all of its 
phony "crises" have been created, promoted, and sustained by the Insiders for the singular 
purpose of conjuring up a credible terrifying menace to replace the fear of nuclear holocaust as 
the primary impetus for world government. Because of space limitations, we will focus on just 
one very unique document. But before we do so, it is essential that we briefly review the Insiders' 
attempts at "world order" earlier in the century. 

New Paradigm Shift 

The first try came at the end of World War I with the League of Nations. If only the 
nations of the world would come together in unity and surrender some features of national 
sovereignty to a world body, went the siren song, the scourge of war would be vanquished. It 
almost flew, but not quite. The United States was protected by ocean moats that made armed 
invasion unlikely, and the spirit of independence still ran strong in American blood. 

The second try at world order followed World War II, with the establishing of the United 
Nations. The arrival of the atomic bomb, together with CFR control of the White House and 
growing CFR influence in the media and the Senate, had given the Insiders the combination they 
needed to get the UN Charter ratified. But the UN was still just half a loaf: Significant vestiges 
of national sovereignty still presented real barriers to full-blown world government. 

For 40 years fear of "the bomb" was used by the Insiders to keep America tied to the 
United Nations; for if we dared leave, went the argument, there would be no alternative to armed 
confrontation with the Reds, the result of which could be global annihilation. Coexistence was 
our only option. And while we "co-existed," our CFR leaders carried out the most spectacular 
transfer of a nation's wealth, technology, and industry to a foreign enemy that this world has 
ever witnessed. The expressed purpose of this treasonous program was to so alter life in both 
countries -- raise the USSR up, drag the U.S. down -- that we could eventually be "comfortably 
merged" in the new world order.’ 
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In 1962, a classified report entitled A World Effectively Controlled by the United 
Nations, by CFR member Lincoln P. Bloomfield, voiced the Insiders' obvious dilemma: "... if 
the communist dynamic were greatly abated, the West might lose whatever incentive it has for 
world government." To consider this conundrum, CFR Insiders in the Kennedy Administration, 
in the summer of "1963, convened a Special Study Group of 15 men who met at a secret facility 
at Iron Mountain, New York. Their mission: To come up with alternatives to war that would 
provide the same social and political "stabilizing" function. 

Iron Mountain Plan 

Two and a half years later the group produced their findings. They were not intended for 
publication. One member of the group (later identified as John Kenneth Galbraith, a former CFR 
member), however, felt it should be published. In 1967 it was published, under the title, Report 
From Iron Mountain on the Possibility and Desirability of Peace. The Study Group found: 
"When it comes to postulating a credible substitute for war capable of directing human behavior 
patterns in behalf of social organizations, few options suggest themselves. Like its political 
function, the motivational function of war requires the existence of a genuinely menacing social 
enemy." The "alternate enemy," said the report, "must imply a more immediate, tangible, and 
directly felt threat of destruction. It must justify the need for taking and paying a blood price’ in 
wide areas of human concern." In this respect, the group felt, the possible enemy substitutes they 
were considering were insufficient. "One exception," though, according to the group, "might be 
the environmental-pollution model, if the danger to society it posed was genuinely imminent." 

"It may be," the Group reported, "that gross pollution of the environment can eventually 
replace the possibility of mass destruction by nuclear weapons as the principal apparent threat to 
the survival of the species. Poisoning of the air, and of the principal sources of food and water 
supply, is already well advanced, and at first glance would seem promising in this respect; it 
constitutes a threat that can be dealt with only through social organization and political power. 
But from present indications it will be a generation to a generation and a half before the 
environmental pollution, however severe, will be sufficiently menacing, on a global scale, to 
offer a possible basis for a solution." 

The schemers even suggested that "the mere modifying of existing programs for the 
deterrence of pollution could speed up the process enough to make the threat credible much 
sooner." They concluded, however that it was unlikely that such a blatant "program of deliberate 
environmental poisoning could be implemented in a politically acceptable manner." 

"Economic surrogates for war," said the Study Group, "must meet two principal criteria. 
They must be 'wasteful,' in the common sense of the word, and they must operate outside the 
normal supply-demand system. A corollary that should be obvious is that the magnitude of the 
waste must be sufficient to meet the needs of a particular society, An economy as advanced and 
complex as our own requires the planned average annual destruction of not less than 10 percent 
of gross national product if it is effectively to fulfill its stabilizing function." 

It All Fits! 

With this diabolical thought in mind; the seemingly insane EPA mandates requiring the 
expenditure of hundreds of billions of dollars on minuscule or nonexistant cancer risks, the 
sacrificing of thousands of jobs and businesses for bogus "endangered species," and all of the 
other lunacies we regularly hear about begin to make sense. 

Many other things also begin to make sense. Like the long-standing symbiotic 
relationship between the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, Ford Foundation, Council on Foreign 
Relations, Exxon, IBM, Proctor & Gamble, etc., on the one hand, and Friends of the Earth, 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


Nature Conservancy, Planned Parenthood, Sierra Club, Greenpeace, Environmental Defense 
Fund, et al on the other. Pressure from above and pressure from below; we're caught in a pincer 
attack. 

At the Rio summit this strategy will be clearly visible as the eco-fanatics and the 
corporate collectivists link arms and call on the United Nations to take charge of protection of 
the world's atmosphere, forests, oceans, fresh water, coastal areas, mountainous areas -- virtually 
the entire planet. But that's not all. The new world order globalists want much more than just 
possession and control of the material environment. They want possession of your mind and soul 
as well. 

Echoing the dire warnings of eco-destruction with which we've become familiar, the 
UNCED booklet, In Our Hands: Earth Summit '92, asserts in its closing paragraph: "The world 
community now faces together greater risks to our common security through our impacts on the 
environment than from traditional military conflicts with one another." Then, with a pagan hubris 
that would do credit to the Iron Mountain gang, it proclaims: "We must now forge a new 'Earth 
Ethic' which will inspire all peoples and nations to join in a new global partnership of North, 
South, East and West." 

The war is on and cannot be avoided. It is the U.S. Constitution versus the UN Charter, 
inalienable God-given rights and freedom versus New World Order slavery, private property 
versus socialism, and pantheism versus biblical morality. 

Get ready for the fight to intensify when the green militants return from Rio. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


FREE ENTERPRISE Ecology in a Free 
Society 

Cost is one factor that must be weighed in judging the worthiness of any endeavor. Wants 
will always exceed available resources, no matter how vast the resources that are available. For 
this reason, all human activity involves trade-offs to one degree or another. Using resources to 
accomplish particular goals means that there will be fewer resources available to accomplish 
other goals. 

One of the great revolutions in economics occurred in 1870, when three men -- Carl 
Menger in Austria, William Stanley Jevons in England, and Leon Walras in Switzerland -- 
independently concluded that value is subjective. This seminal observation rejects the theory of 
objective value, the theory upon which central planning is based. So long as value is subjective, 
only a free market, driven by the choices of all buyers and sellers in the market place, could 
determine that. 

The concept of subjective value is compatible with that of freedom, while the concept of 
objective value is not. In a free society, government is instituted to protect life, liberty (the 
freedom to choose), and property (the means to implement choices). Under our system of 
government, basic rights are protected by a written constitution. To what end? So individuals can 
implement their choices, practice their religion, speak their thoughts, and accumulate wealth for 
their own purposes. 

In a socialist society, on the other hand, the government, operating on the false promise 
of objective value, determines costs and decides what choices its citizens will make. 

Ecological Choices 

But what choices should be made in order to safeguard the environment? And who 
should make them? As Terry Anderson and Donald Leal point out in their brilliant book, Free 
Market Environmentalism, the problems of central planning that apply to the economy also 
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impact the ecology. Not surprisingly, central planning in Eastern Europe has been a disaster for 
the environment as well as for the economy. 

The best ecological decisions, like the best economic decisions, are made on the basis of 
the voluntary choices of individuals respecting each others' rights in a free society. The 
environmental network, however, has moved well beyond advocating voluntary choices that 
would benefit the environment, preferring instead to push a coercive agenda. Ironically, if the 
environmental network is successful in making government the decision-maker, the environment 
will be hurt, not helped. 

In a free society, where property rights are extensive and guaranteed, different views on 
the use of limited resources can coexist without difficulty. Those who wish to acquire and 
manage property for the benefit of ducks, for example, are free to do so. When organizations 
such as Ducks Unlimited and the Nature Conservancy use voluntarily donated funds for such a 
purpose, they perform a worthwhile service that does not infringe upon the rights of anyone. On 
the other hand, when a group uses the power of government to force a farmer off his land in 
order to convert his land into a duck preserve, then rights are violated. 

Interestingly, the largest private water fowl reserve in the country, the Rainey Wildlife 
Refuge in Louisiana, is run by the Audubon Society. Three oil companies operate on their land. 
Private contracts that stem from recognized property rights allow the parties to work out royalty 
arrangements and operational criteria that protect the interest of preserving the water fowl and 
still allow for the economic development of resources. 

How different this approach is from that recommended by many environmental leaders, 
who would lock up the land under a wetlands policy or an endangered species policy because 
they believe that returning the land to its natural condition holds greater value than allowing it to 
be developed. 

Free Market Solutions 

Many people cannot imagine how the environment can be safeguarded by the free 
enterprise system and ask doubtfully, "Are there sensible free-market alternatives to the EPA?" 
There certainly are. One such alternative is to extend property rights to air and water. By way of 
illustration, suppose person A, who lives upstream from person B, adversely affects the value of 
person B's property by polluting the stream, killing all the fish and making the water unsafe to 
drink on person B's property. Because person A has infringed upon person B's property rights, 
person B should be able to go to court to force person A to cease polluting the stream. 

In Scotland, streams have been privately owned for centuries. Where this has been the 
case, there has been no pollution. In England, private clubs have developed property rights for 
fishing, without even owning the streams. 

Property rights could even be extended to underground water. Oil deposits are owned, 
and so is gas. All it would take is creative thinking to extend established legal principles of 
property rights under common law to areas where these principles have not previously applied. 

Plight of the Buffalo 

In the case of animal protection, ask yourself this question: Would the buffalo have been 
hunted to the point of near extinction if they were privately owned? Of course not. The plight of 
the buffalo was caused by the fact that nobody owned the buffalo and nobody owned the land 
that they roamed. Had there been private owners, those owners would have had a vested interest 
in insuring that this resource was not destroyed. 

And how about the overgrazing of land or the overcutting of trees? There is much greater 
incentive for proper stewardship of the land when the land is private than when it is public. This 
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is particularly true when a property owner' s livelihood depends on the resources that his land 
provides. 
Central planning doesn't work. The market does work because it relies on voluntary 
actions stemming from self interest and not on the coercive power of the state. 
-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


Choice is the Key 

Environmental propagandists are wont to dream mistily of a time in the distant past in 
which humans lived close to nature, when capitalism and technology were not the scourges of 
earth they are today. In order to return to this pre-industrial "purity" (nonexistent, of course), the 
eco-extremists have targeted free enterprise for destruction. The truth is, of course, exactly the 
opposite. Technology developed through free enterprise has enabled more resources to be 
developed and more energy to be generated with less pollution. 

The "Good Old Days" 

Just 100 years ago in the American Midwest, farm families eked out a near subsistence 
living without the benefits of hybrid seed, fertilizer, irrigation, and advanced animal science. 
Farmers and their hired hands worked 12 to 15 hours in the fields. Farm women were expected to 
cook on wood stoves, tend children (lots of children equaling lots of farm hands), wash, sew, 
clean, raise chickens, and help with work in the fields: 

City life 100 years ago was at least as bad. Workers and their families were crowded 
together into dirty cold water flats. Poorly paved streets were filled with tons of horse manure, 
garbage, and rats. Street crime, disease, and drunkenness were common. Without refrigeration, 
diets were limited and food spoiled quickly. People suffered, and often died, from eating food 
tainted with botulism and salmonella. 

One hundred years ago, Americans had far fewer choices. They basically worked hard, 
played little, and died young. Pre- and early industrial life in America was not a golden age for 
our nation. 

Ecological Horrors 

Environmentalists typically charge that air, land, and water pollution is caused by the 
failure of the capitalist system and by industrial greed. It follows, therefore, that socialism is the 
friend of the earth and nature. 

But a close evaluation of a few socialist systems reveals that socialism -- a system where 
the State controls (and abuses) the means of production -- has created a host of ecological horrors 
unheard of in the capitalist West. For example, on April 22, 1992 a huge sewer explosion killed 
over 200 persons in Mexico. After an investigation, seven top officials of Mexico's state-owned 
oil monopoly "Pemex" were arrested and charged with negligent homicide. Private ownership 
and individual responsibility would have limited, if not totally prevented, such a tragedy. 

Last October, a group of 11 American college students made an "eco-tour" of the former 
Soviet Union. The trip was sponsored by the International Ecological Exchange Program in 
Athens, Georgia. As these students explored formerly off-limits mines, factories, and industrial 
cities, they were reportedly stunned and amazed at the ecological devastation permitted and 
tolerated by the communist regime. 

In Communist China, the government has deforested vast areas in an effort to expand 
agricultural production. Because these forests were not replanted (as they are in the West by 
private timber companies) one expert has estimated that China will soon have cut all of its 
harvestable forests. 
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Iraq's Saddam Hussein, head of the socialist Baath party, not only masterminded the 1990 
invasion of Kuwait which filled the desert with tanks, troops, mines, and ammunition dumps -- 
but he also engineered one of the century's greatest environmental terrorist acts when he ordered 
more than 600 of Kuwait's oil wells to be set ablaze. 

The bottom line is that socialism -- State ownership and control of land and natural 
resources -- should be the target (not the tool) of the truly objective and concerned 
environmentalist! Horrors of this ecological magnitude are impossible within the free enterprise 
system. 

Look at the West 

American farmers, armed with everimproving pesticides, hybrid seed, and machinery, are 
the world's most productive food producers. Because of increased efficiency and new 
technology, the U.S farm population has declined from 30 million in 1940 to 5 million in 1990. 
And, while in 1940 one American farmer fed 18 people, that same American farmer today feeds 
128 persons. 

The current world population is 5.5 billion (a fact greatly lamented by environmentalists). 
One economist has estimated that if the farmers of the world adopted the same farming methods 
used in the American heartland, they could feed an estimated 50 billion people. This assuming 
no additional technological breakthroughs! 

Environmental extremists frequently charge that 25 percent of the world's population (the 
U.S. and the industrial West) consumes more than 70 percent of the world's resources. Here 
environmentalists err because they focus only on the consumption side of the equation. The 
Industrial West consumes vast amounts of natural resources because it harnesses and developes 
vast amounts of "resources" that in the past had little value. It provides goods and services that 
enable the average person to enjoy previously unimagined choices and luxuries. This production 
also creates employment, wealth, and prosperity. Consumption and production are two sides of 
the same coin. 

Capitalism, freed from government intervention, freely and naturally balances supply and 
demand, making consumers sovereign and producers liable for risks and costs. The free 
enterprise system is not the villain pictured by environmental extremists. Free men and women 
who own the land and who depend on it make much better stewards of the environment than 
either slaves or government bureaucrats. Through the boundless creativity of free humans, free 
enterprise promises a bright, clean, free future. Through the strict enforcement of property rights 
and liability laws in the free enterprise system, costs and benefits can be balanced and controlled, 
not by intrusive bureaucrats, but by thousands of individual market choices. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 
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